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NIC ARIDT 


TO-THE 


READER 


Importunity of” our Roman Adwverſaries 

has extorted from me; 1 had'rather hawe.. 
employed my Pen upon ſome more-uſeful Argu- 
ment; but in ſuch a ſtate as this, we cannot 
always be cur own Chuſers. The Peſig gn of the 
Book I Anſwer ſeems 1 to-be, To rewive ſome Old 
Diſputes between us and the Diſſenters, and 10- 
raiſe New Fealonſtes i in them, if not of our Incli- 
ration to . Popery, yet \of a great deal of Popiſh 
Peaven- yet remaining ajnong: 8 , which ought 
tobe purged out ;' for there is nothing fach men - 
dread This that the Diſſenters ſhould at th3s 
time entertain any kind thoughts of the Church of 
Englandi, The Plot, I confeſs, is well enough: 


laid, were not all W iſe Men of bot h Parties aware 


|| Here Preſent thee with' a Book which the 


of it, and that makes it ridiculous enough ;. and 


indeed the Book. itſelf is an odd kind of mixture ; 
+ | be : 


To the Reapes. 
be gives wery good Words to the Diſſenters, and 


at the ſame time uſes no other but their own Ar- 
guments again$i the Church of England, to e- 
ftabliſh ſome main Points of Popery, which whe- 
ther it be a piece of Courtſhip to them, or a ſly 
Afront, ought to be conſidered : As for our A- 
greement with the Church of Rome, ' if I have 
not ſufficiently baffled that Pretence, I will never 
Write more ; but this of itſelf was too mean a 
Deſign to confute that which no body, not the 
ObjeHtor himelf, believed ; and therefore I nalll 
be bold to ſay, that T have ebuadextly Confuted. 
the Popiſh Supremacy from thoſe very Principles 
' on which this Author would found our Agree- 
ment ; 1 intended a Preface to have explained 
ſome Notions about the Church, which might 
have been of uſe to ordinary Readers for the bet- 
ter underſtanding this Anſwer, but it ſwell d ſo 
much upon my hands, that by the. Adwice of ſours 
Friends, I have reſerved it for a diftin& Trea- 
tiſe, which ſhall quickly follow. 


W.S," 


AN 


ANSWER 


TO THE 


PREFACE. 


INCE this Author has thought fit to ſingle 
me out, as an Example of this pretended A» 
greement between the Church of Erg/and and 
the Church of Rowe, I ſhall undertake my 
own Defence, which will give me no other 
trouble, but a ſhort diverſion from ſome better dc 
ſigns 3. which I ſuppoſe is all that was hoped for from 
this Pamphler. | 

For. whoever this Author be (which I am not curious 
to know) I cannot think him ſo weak, as to hope at 
this time of Day, that he could perſwade our Diſſen- 
ters, That the Clergy of the Church of England, are not 
the Chief, if not the only Oppoſers of Popery, and De- 
fenders of the Proteſtant Religion ; or that, notwithſtand-= 
ing all their appearing Zeal againſt Popery, they are 
ſtill Papsſts in their hearts, and are ready to embrace a 
Caſſandrian Accommodation whenever the Government 


pleaſes ; and therefore I could. be very well er" 
UICI. 
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ſuzli ſuggeſtions as theſe ſhould paſs without an An» 
(wer, as far as T am -concerned in them ; for-let any 
man that knows me, think me a PapzF if he can ; T 
am pretty confident, this Author believes me far enough 
trom it, or elie I might have expeCted better words 
from him ; but it 1s fit, that ſuch little Arts as theſe 
ſhould be expofed to the ſcorn and contempt of Man- 
kind, -and that our Diſlſenters ſhould be made ſenſible 
what a mean Opinion ſuch Writers have of them, who 
hope to 1inpole upon them by fuch mean Arts. For to be» 
gin with that great Cry of /ate, That the Clergy of the 
Church of England are now the Chief, if not the only Op- 
prſers of Popery, and Defenders of the Proteſtant Reli- 
gion; Is there not good reaſon for it 2 . Have they 
not defended the Church of Eng/and againſt all the 
little arts and ſhifts of the Church of Rowe > What 
is that then which he calls The Vnlucky Miſtake, and 
which the unwary Readers of Books are to be warned 
againſt > That thoſe unanſwerable Books, which have 
ot late been written againſt Popery, were not writ- 
ten Ly the Glergy of the Church of Eng/and 2 That 
he dares not fay. What is the Miſtake then > That 
theſe men, who confute Popery, are not Proteſtants , 
but Papiſts 2 Methinks their confuting Popery is no 
great figa of their being Papi/ts ; eſpecially when 
Papiſts are not able to defend their Religion againſt 
them. Iam ſure, if their Arguments will keep men 
from turning Papiſts, they are notable Oppoſers of Po- 
pery,and Defenders of the Proteſtant Religion, whatever 
they are themſelves; and what hurt it would do any man 
to be confirmed in the Proteſtant Religion, though it 
wereby the Writings of concealed Papi/ts,I cannot gueſs. 
Should the Pope himſelf write a Book againſt Popery, if 
the Arguments were good, T ſhould like the Book _ 

tne 
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the worſe for the fake of the Author, I deny not, but 
ſuch things may be done; Papiſts may write againſt 
Popery, and Proteſtants for it, with an intention to be- 
tray the Cauſe which they undertake to defend ; but if 
this were his rule of gueſſing, there would be much more 
juſt cauſe to ſuſpect, that our Late Popiſh Writers were 
Proteſtants,than that our Proteſtant Writers were Papiſts. 
When they are able to Anſwer their Books againſt Pope- 
ry, we will give. them leave to call them Papsfts Nil ; 
but could -they have done that, they would have al- 

lowed them to have been Proteſtants (till. | 
But what courſe does our Author take to undeceive 
unwary Readers at this time, and to prove theſe Con- 
futers of Popery to be Papiſts * Why, by acquainting 
them with the avowed Principles of ſome of our Clergy, 
about thoſe Points wherein the very life of Popery con- 
fiſts, and on which the whole. Syſtem of that Religion 1s 
founded : In doing which, he hath with ſome clearneſs 
demonſtrated the agreement of Opinion between the Church 
of England wen, and the Church of Rome, to be ſo exaft 
and full, that if the Government ſhould ſo deſign, it 
were but dictum fattum, according to their Dottrine ; 
and a Caſlandrian Peace might be patch'd up: preſently with 
Rome.. . This 15... notable. diſcovery indeed !. Do any 
of theſe men then embrace any .DoCtrines of the 
Church of Rowe > No; but it ſeems, they agree 
with the Church of Rowe in ſome Fundamental 
Principles, whereon the., whole .Syſtem . of. Popery:. is 
founded ; that ſhall be examined anon:: _ But ſuppole it 
at preſent ; Do they drav7. the fame Concluſions from 
theſe Principles, which the Church of Rome does ? 
No ; but they ought to do fo : ſo this Author thinks ; 
Bur ſuppoſe they. do not.. think ſo; are they ever 
the nearer Popery.,. though: their Principles be the 
| B | | ſame, 
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fame , if their Conclaſions are as diftant as Prote- 
ſtancy is from Popery ? if they be ſo well diſpoſed 
to a Caſſandrian Peace, T pray , What hinders it ? 
Won't, they receive us upon theſe terms 2 What > Not 
after all their ſoftning Repreſentations to invite men 
into the boſom ef the Church 2 When they are 
ſo fond of all new Converts, will they reje& the Caf- 
ſandrian Divines of the Church of Ezg/and £ When he 
adds, That His Majeſty will admit of no ſuch Accommoda- 
tions, any one would ſuſpect that theſe poor Caſſandrians 
had been ſuing for Reconciliations, and had been re- 
jetted ; that the mollifying Character, of a Papif# 
truly Repreſented, and the Biſhop of Condow's Expo- 
fition of the Catholick Faith, which is as ſoft, though 
not ſo honeſt, as Caſſander's Conſultation, would not 


now be allowed of at Court, and all for the fake of 


that more glorious Deſign of Liberty of Conſcience. But why 
might not Caſſandrians be reconciled to the Church, 
and Diſſenters have their Liberty too? This Prefacer 
does not tell his Story well ; he has Forehead enough, 
but wants ſomewhat within. 

Well, but it was neceſſary in this preſent junfture to 
put ſome check to. the inſulting Talk of the Clergy , who 
would be thought to be the only Champions 5, 20 Popery 
That the Clergy of the Church of England, have in- 
duſtriouſly - ſucceſsfully oppoſed the Corruptions of 
the Church of Rome, will be acknowledged by all 
but Papifts, and they feel it to their coſt ; but that 
they are'the only Champions __ Popery , I aſlure 
you, is not pleaſing to them, for they would be very 
glad to fee their Diſſenting Brethren pat to their help- 
1g hand, and be as induſtrious to preſerve thoſe 
from. Popery , who have a Veneration for their Au- 
thority,. as. we are ; and upon theſe terms we could 

| heartily 
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heartily forgive them all their former unjuſt imputati- 
ons of Popery to us; but that our Popiſh Adverſaries 
find it neceſſary in this junCture to give ſome check to 
this Popery-oppoſing Clergy, I do not wonder, and [ be- 
lieve no body will, tho methinks the beſt way of giving 
a check to their Brags, - had been to Confute their Books, 
and they had work enough before them, had they liked 
this way ; for I can tell them a great many Books which 
they have never anſwered yet, and I believe never will, 
I am ſure never can toany purpoſe : But they come too 
late to perſwade People now that we are Papiſts, eſpe- 
cially when they are fo open-hearted as to tell all the 
World what their deſign is; for if we were Papiſts, no 
man will believe that they would be the firſt men who 
would diſcover us; it may be they may know ſome few 
Caſſandrian Church-men, but thoſe they keep to them- 
felves yet, and leave others to gueſs at them. 

But what Check does he intend to give fo this Inſult- 
ing Talk of the Clergy 2 A very terrible one truly ; tor 
from this Eſſay, it 1 pretty evident, That the Church of 
England muf? either freely declare, that as to the particu- 
lars inſtanced in, ſhe is agreed with the Romaniſt, and that 
the Gontroverfie lies only between the Church of Rome 
and the Proteſtant Diſſenter ; or ſhe muf# honeſtly renounce 
the Principles ſhe has cleav'd unto, when any of her Sons 
wrote againft the Nonconformiſts, and confeſs that ſhe has 
been perſecuting them for their firm adherence to Proteſtant 
Dotrines, This is to triumph before the Viory, as our 
Author will quickly find ; but however, for my part, 
Ilamglad it is no worſe; for I do not fee how this will 
much humble us with relation to our Diſputes againſt 
Popery : Should I find any Principles that ever I have 
maintain'd againſt Diflenters, give any advantage to Po- 
pery, I would certainly conclude them to be falſe, and 

| B 2 | make 


/ 


6 


IO 


An Anſwerito the PREFACE. 


make no ſcruple at all to renounce them ; for that which 
is falſe cannot follow from that which is true; and how 
great a humiliation ſoever this were, a man might Di- 
ſpute heartily againſt Popery ſtill ; and let them but lay 
the charge of Perſecution upon this iſſue, which I grant 
is the true and fair ſtate of the Caſe, (for Perſecution 
is only for Righteouſneſs fake) and if our Diſſenters were 
in the right, I will readily grant that thoſe who made or 
executed thoſe Laws againſt Diſſenters,who had any hand 
or heart in it, were guilty of Perſecution. There may be 
unreaſonable Severities uſed upon other accounts, but 
every man who ſuffers for following his Conſcience, is 
not therefore Perſecuted ; but he who ſuffers for being in 
the right,tor believing and doing what God commands. 
The next diſcovery this Eflay makes is this, That 
ever ſince the breach between the Church of England, and 
the Proteſtant Diſſenter has had its being, we have left us 


nothing but the Name , the Shadow of a Proteſtant Church 


of England ; and that ſs far as ſhe differs from the Diſſenter, 
ſhe agrees with the Roman Catholick. How glad would 
theſe Gentlemen be, to have none thought Proteſtants 
but Difſenters, who in this preſent junQure are a more 
gentile and better natyr'd ſort of. Proteſtants,. than this 
Shadow of the Church of England, which haunts them 
like a Ghoſt or Spe&re: But when did the Church of 
England commence ſuch a meer Name and Shadow ? Ever 
ſiace the breach with the Proteſtant Diſſenter. But is 
not the Church of England the fame now that it was 
before that breach? And if it were a good ſubſtantial 
Proteſtant Church then, How comes it to be a Shadow 
now? Suppoſe what he ſays were true, That as far as 
we differ from the Proteſtant Diſſenter, we agree with the 
Roman Catholick, The Church of England may be ne- 
ver the warſe Proteſtant Church for that, which is = 
ce 
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ced in the middle, between two extreams the Diſlenter, 
and the Papiſt. The Church of Erg/and Reformers ne- 
ver made a mere Oppoſition to the Church of Rome, 
E 1 the Rule of their Reformation, but Reformed only thoſe 
Abuſes of the Church of Rome which needed a Refor- 
mation ; and when this Pretacer can prove that we 
have not Reformed enough, we will Reform again ; 
for we are not obſtinate againſt Convictions, and never 
think it too late to Reform ; however, if as far as we 
differ from the Diſſenter, we are Roman Catholicks, yet 
certainly, as far as we agree with the Diſſenter, we are 
not; and that is eaough ro make us ſomewhat more than 
the Shadow of a Proteſtant Church. For we agree 
with them in our oppoſition to the Pope's Supremacy, 
(as will preſently appear) to Infallibility, to Tranſub- 
ſtantiation, to the Sacrifice of the Maſs, to the Adora- 
tion of the Hoſt, to the Worſhip of Saints and Angels, 
and the Virgin Mary, to the Worſhip of Images, to 
* Prayers in an Uaknown Tongue, to the denying People 
the uſe of the Bible, to the Five new Popith Sacraments, 
F; to lndulgencies, Purgatory, Prayers for the Dead, the 
Merit of Works, and ſuch like Popiſh Innovations and 
Corruptions ; and to oppoſe thele I take to be good ſub-, 
| ſtantial Proteſtancy. And as for thoſe things whereig/ 
we differ from the Diſſenters,we are ſo far from being Ro- 
an Catholicks,that as for my own part,tho I like neither>.. 
yetIthinktheDiſſenter the better of the two: ſetting aſide 
the Apoſtolical Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy, I ſhould preter 
any form of Government, Presbytery, or Independancy, 
rather than a Papal Monarchy ; it were better to have no 
Ceremonies at all, than to ſee Religion transform'd into 
little elſe but Outſide and Ceremony ; for ſome external 
Indecencies of Worſhip, which may be ſupplied by in- 


ward Devotions, are more eligible than groſs and palpa- 
ble 
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© ble Superſtitions. Though T think ſitting at the Lord's 
Supper favours of too much irreverence, yet I had 
rather ſee men Reccive ſitting, than ſee them Worſhip 
the Hoſt. 

So that our Church of Exg/and Nobility and Gentry, 
as he adds, have no reaſon either to embrace the Name 
of Roman Catholick , or to cloſe with the Proteſtant 
Diſſenter ; a Church of Eng/axd Proteſtant is ſomewhat 
more than a Name ſtill, and I hope will be ſo, when 
ſome other Names will be forgot. 
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ANSWER 


Pezetended Agreement 


Between the 


Church of ENGL AND and the 
Church of RO ME. 


And Firſt to the INTRODUCTION. 


E begins with an Account of that Late Diſpute 
about Repreſenting and Miſ-repreſenting, which if 
'- WW he had been wiſe he would have forgot ; The Pa- 
piff (heſays) complain of Miſ-reprefentation, and 
wntil this be yielded, they ll not Diſpute. And T commend 
them for their Reſolution, which is the wiſeſt thing they 
can now do, tho it had been wiſer not to have complained ; 
for they complained as long as they could ; and now they 
have no more to ſay, They will Diſpute no longer ; as he 
obſerves, That for ſome Months there has been nothing but An- 
fuering, Replying, Rejoining, and Sur-rejoyning, and we are 
fill where we began : That is, they are Papiſts till, and we 
Proteſtants, which I ſuppoſe is all that he can mean ; for if 
they have any modeſty, their Complaining, and our trou- 
ble of Anſwering is at an end, which I think is not where 


we began. | Well, 
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Well, fo much then for Miſ repreſenting, and now a new 
Scene opens, 1n t2e firſt place a juſt State of the Controverſie 
wuſt be- ſetled, wherein the Contending Parties agree, and 
how far they differ. What they pleaſe, we are contented to 


. follow them in their own way ; tb it is ſtrange this ſhould 


be to ſettle now. Our Author undertakes the firſt of theſe, 
but does not deſizn to encumber this Diſcourſe with a Catalogue 
of Agreements in the great Dettrixes of Chriſtian Religion, and 
matters of Opinion. Tl 0 he was more afraid than hurt here, 
for this would not much have encumbred his Diſcourſe ; 
for I know little- we agree in, but the Three Creeds ; but 
his Reaſon why he will. not encumber his Diſcourſe with 


our Agreement in Dodrines and Opinions, is very ſurpri-. 


Zing, viz. becauſe there is no need of Agreement in ſuch 
matters ; For both the Council of Trent, and our Engliſh Con- 
vocation, have taken eſpecial care by a latitude of expreſſion to 
obtain the aſſent of - men, who vaſtly differ in their Opinions : 
Which is a talſe Account of the Exg/iſh Convocation, but a 
very true, tho ſtrange account of that Intallible Council of 
Trent, of which more preſently. But is not this a clever 
way of flinging off all Diſputes about Doftrines and Opini- 
ons? His buſineſs is to prove-the Agreement of my Princi- 
ples. about Church-Communion, with the Church af Rome. 
For after all his talk of the Church of England, le has fiot 
one word about her, unleſs he takes me for the Church of 
England, which Iafſurc him Inever took my ſelf to be ; but 
it teems one poor ſingle Divine may paſs for the Church of 
England, ſince it is dwindled into a Name and Shadow, tho ir 
would be Miſ-repreſentation in a Proteſtant to impute the 
Opinions and DoQrines of Popes, Cardinals, Doftors,School. 
men, Canoniſts, Caſuiſts, nay of General Councils them- 
ſelves, if they happen to forget their. 4nathema's, to the 
Church of Rome : I ſay, his deſign being to ſhew the A- 
greement of my Principles with the Church of Rome, he 


knew this was impoſſible to be done, unleſs he laid aſide the 


Con- 


AMI 


ſome Proteſtant Principles, &c. 


Conſideration of all Do&trines and Opinions. But are theſe 
of no account then in the Church of Rome £ Is it no mat- 
ter what our Opinions are, ſo we do but maintain the Pope's 
Supremacy ? I think the Supremacy an intolerable Uſur- 
pation on the Rights and Liberties of the Chriſtian Church ; 
but T think the Popiſh Innovations in Faith and Worſhip 
more intolerable Corruptions of the Chriſtian Religion, and 
more fatal to mens Souls; and therefore tho men groan'd 
under the Oppreſſions of the See of Rome, they were other 
Corruptions which gave birth to the Reformation, witneſs 
Luther's Reformation ; and tho I ſhould ſuppoſe it poſlible 
to be perſwaded for peace fake to ſubmit to the Ulurpations 
of the Biſhop of Rowe, if all other Abuſes and Corruptions 
were taken away, yet while the Corruptions of Faith and 
Worſhip remain, while I believe them to be ſuch dangerous 
Corruptions it makes Reconciliation impoſſible ; for tho | 
may be contented to be oppreſſed in my Chriſtian Liberties, 
I can never be contented to be damned ; which is the diffe- 
rence between ſubmitting to an uſurped Authority , and 
complying with a corrupt Faith and Worſhip ; for tho [ 
hope a great many who do fo will find Mercy, yet thoſe 
can expect none who are convinced of thefe Corruptions, 
and yet comply, which would be my caſe. So that he be- 
gins at the wrong end to prove my Agreement with the 
Church of Rome; for tho my Principles did prove, and tho 
I were my ſelf perſwaded that the Biſhop of Rome had a re- 
gular and Canonical Authority over all other Churches, 
while he is a true Catholick and Orthodox Biſhop, yet I 
ſhould think ſuch Corruptions in Faith and Worſhip ſuffici- 
ent to abſolve all Chriſtians from their fubje&tion to him ; 
and therefore whatever my Principles of Church-Commu- 


n:on are, there is little hope of my Agreement with the 


Church of Rome, while theſe Do&rinal Corruptions laſt ; 
and it is a vain thing to prove an Agreement in Principles 


of Government, unleſs they can prove an Agreement in 
QC Faith 


CH 
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Faithand Worſhip too. There was no Diſpute, that I know 
of, between the Catholicks and the Arzays about Principles 
of Government ; but he would have been laughed at, 
who ſhould hence have inferred an Agreement between 
them. 

However ſetting aſide this, let us conſider how he proves 
that DoEtrines and Opinions are ſo little, or not at all, con- 
cerned in the Agreement of the two Churches, vzz. becauſe 
both the Council of Trent, and the Engliſh Convocation, have 
taken eſpecial care by a Latitude of Expreſſion to obtain the aſ- 

Sent of men, who vaſtly differ in their Opinions. Has the 
Church of Rome then, and the Church of England, no po- 
ſitive Opinions to which they expe the aſſent of their 
Members, eſpecially of their Clergy 2 He inſtances in the 
Dottrine of Predetermination, or which among us are bet- 
ter known by the Name of Arminian Controverſies ; now 
ſuppoſe they thought fit to give a latitude of Senſe in their 
defining theſe Controverſies, have they poſitively defined 
nothing ? Hasnot the Church of Rome in expreſs terms De-. 
creed the Dof&rine of Tranſubſtantiation, of Worſhip of 
\ Saints and Images, of the Adoration of the Hoſt, of Seven 
Sacraments, of Purgatory 2 &c. And has not the Church 
of England as poſitively determined againſt them 2 And 
where is the Agreement then between the two Churches 2 
The truth 1s, there cannot be a worſe thing faid of any 
Church,than what this Author charges both upon theChurch 
of England, and the Church of Rome, that they purpoſely 
penn'd their Decrees in ſuch looſe terms, that men of dif 
ferent Opinions might expound them to their own Senſe : 
which is to make a ſhew of deciding a Controverſie, with 
an intention all the while to leave it undecided ; which is 
ſuch a juggle as unbecomes the. ſincerity of a Chriſtian 
Church. There may be a great many nice Philoſophical 
Diſputes, which a wife Church may think neceſſary tokave 
undecided; but there never can beany good reaſon, inſtead 
of 
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of determining Controverſies, to lay the foundation of end- 
leſs Diſputes between the Members of the ſame Communi- 
on, by doubtful and ambiguous Expreſſions. 
And therefore abſolutely deny, that the Church of Eng- 
land has done this, or ever intended to do it. She has in- 
deed uſed that temper and moderation in thoſe Articles, which 
relate to the Five Points, as only to determine what is ſub- 
ſtantial in them, and neceſſary to be believed by all Chri- 
ſtians, withour deciding thoſe Niceties, whereon the Con- 
troverſie between the CalviniF and the 4rminian turns, and 
therefore both of them may ſubſcribe theſe Articles, becauſe 
the Controverſies between them are determined on neither 
ſide; and the appeaſing ſuch heats, as may be occaſioned 
by thoſe Diſputes , is left to the prudence of Governours, 
which was thought a better way than a poſitive deciſion of 
them : this I think, IT could make appear, were it a proper 
place for it ; and therefore have always thought, that the 
Church of Eng/and was wronged on both ſides, while both 
- the Caluvinif and Arminian have forced her to ſpeak their 
own Senſe, when ſhe intended to ſpeak neither. And no 
man-can blame this condu&, who remembers, that this is 
only a reviving that old Philoſophical Diſpute about Ne- 
ceſlity and Fate, which always has been a Diſpute, and is 
likely to continue ſo; and though theſe different Opinions 
have very difterent efte&s on our minds, and form very dif- 
ferent apprehenſions in us of Almighty God, which may be 
a juſt reaſon to prefer one before the other ; yet they are both 
confiſtent with the belief of all the Fundamental DoGtrines yj;,1;carion of 
of Chriſtianity, as I have ſhewed at large in that Book to the Defence of 
which this Author ſo often refers. yo —_ 
But now the Church of Rome has truly uſed this Art, OY 
which this Author charges her with, ſuch a latitude of ex- 
preſſion and ambiguous terms, as might fatisfie their difler- 
ing Divines, that the canſe was determined on their ſide, 
when there was no other way to end their Diſputes, and al- 
C2 lay 
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lay their Heats; and that in many concerning points too, 
as any one may ſee, who reads Father Paul's Hiſtory of the 
Council of Trent ; and if this be intolerable in a fallible 
Church, it is much more intolerable in a Council, which 
pretends to Infallibility. Certainly they diſtruſted their 
own Authority ; either did not believe themſelves to be In- 
fallible, or knew, that their Divines did not think them ſo; 
for otherwiſe the Authority of the Council might have over- 
ruled their Diſputes, and there had beenno need of cheating 
em into an aſſent : But what expeCQation is there, that 
ihe Decrees of thoſe men ſhould be Infallible, who ſo often 
.ntended to Decree nothing? This is a Myſtery, which I 
ſuppoſe our Author would not ſo freely have confeſſed at a- 
nother time ; but it was neceſſary to allow this latitude of 
Senſe in the Decrees of the 7ren?-Council now, tobring off 
Mr. De Meaux, and the Repreſenter, who do indeed ex- 
pound the Decrees of the Council toa great latitude of Senſe : 
but it is not a little matter will help them out ; the latitude of 
one ſide of the Line will not do, but it muſt reach from 
Pole to Pole. There is another ingenious Confeſſion of 
this Author, which is worth the noting ; That among the 
Romaniſts, about the great Doftrine of Predetermination, 
there are the Durandiſts, Dominicans, Janſeniſts, Moliniſts, 
and Scotiſts, that very much differ in Opinion, and yet are ſtill 
of the ſame Church: And yet theſe are the men, that quar- 
rel at theReformation, becauſe there are differing Opinions 
among them, when there are the fame Diſputes- among 
themſelves, managed with as great heat and contention. 
Theſe are the men, who tell us, that we muſt have an infal- 
lible Judge to end our Diſputes, when an infallible Pope, and 
infallible Councils, dare not to undertake to end theirs : 
but as for what he adds, that there are in the Church of Enge 
land, Calviniſts, Arminians, Socinians, and Antimonians , 
who ſubſcribe the ſame Articles of Religion, as terms of Unity 
and Peace : As for Catviniſts and Arminians, T will grant, 

they 
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they may both ſubſcribe our Articles ; whether any Socini- 


| ansdo, I know not, no more than they know, when a ſe- 


cret Jew, or. one who does not believe Tranſubſtantiation, 
1s receiv'd into Holy Orders by. them; but I am ſure an 
honeſt Socinian cannot ſubſcribe our Articles, unleſs he can 
ſubſcribe the Nicene and Athanaſran Creeds ; but this was 
only deſigned to propagate that groundleſs Calumny, That 
the Divines of the Church of Exg/and are infe&ted with So- 
cintaniſm. 

Having thus as well as he could, delivered himſelf from 
ingaging in that Diſpute, about our Agreement in DoQri- 
nal Points, which he knew he could make nothing of ; he 
ſays, He will confine himſelf to the Agreement there is be- 
tween both Churches about Government and Worſhip; and threat- 
ens to ſhew, how we have diſputed againſt Diſexters upon 
Roman Catholick Principles, both in proving their obligati- 
on to Communion with us, and in vindicating the terms of 
our Communion from being ſinful. This is what he un- 
dertakes to prove, and we are bound to hear him. 


Anſwer to SECT. L 


Concerning the Charch of England's Cloſure with a Roman- 
Catholick Principle about the Government of the Church, 
in proving the Diſſenter to lie under an Obligation of hold- 


ing Communion with hey. 


' A ND now we are come to the main ſeat.of the Contro- 

verſy about Catholick-Communion, which our Au- 
thor has very dexteroufly improved into Catholick Power 
and Empire. I need give him no hard words, to- expoſe 
his manifeſt and wilful prevarications: in this matter, will 
be thought hard enough, if he be capable of bluſhing. Now 


to make thisas viſible as the light ; Iſhall, r. Shew, where- 
in 
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in-he pretends the Agreement between the two Churches con- 
ſiſts; that is, between my Principles of Communion, and 


' the Church of Rome; for I am the only perſon here con- 


cerned ; and if I cannot vindicate my felf, I will own my 
own ſhame, without caſting the blame on my dear Mother 
the Church of Eng/and ; and I ſuppoſe, it will be ſufficient 
to vindicate my elf, if I firſt ſhew him, that IT have in ex- 
preſs words reje&ed all thoſe Propoſitions wherein he pre- 
rends this Agreement conſiſts. 2. Particularly vindicate 
thoſe paſſages he tranſcribes out of my Books, and ſhew his 
ſincerity in quoting, and his skill in applying, and then his 
French Popery may ſhitt for it ſelf, excepting a word or two 
of that learned Arch-biſhop Petrus de Marca. JY 

As for the firſt, He himſelf has colle&ed the Particulars 
wherein we .2gree, which I ſhall diftintly examine ; the 
Reader may find them p. 15, 16. which are theſe : 

I. They both make the Catholick Church, one vifible governe 
ed Society, Hoxſhold, or Kingdom. This is the Tp@nv 4; , 
the firſt and fundamental Miſtake, and a wiltul one too ; 
for I affirm the contrary in expreſs words, in the Defence 
of Dr. Sti//ingficet's Unreaſonableneſs of Separation, p. 565. 
566. upon occaſion of that Diſpute about the Conſtitutive 
Regent Flead of a National Church ; | expreſly aſſert, That 
the Unity, both of the National and Univerſal Church, cone 


fiſts in one Communion ; that Conſent is all that is neceſſary to 


unite a Body or Society in one Communion; ——That their U- 
nity conſiſts only in Conſent, not in any Superiour Governing-Ec- 
clefiaſtical Power on Earth, which binds them together. So 
that I abſolutely deny , That the Catholick Church is one 
governed Society, with one ſupreme Government over the 
whole. P. 567. I aſſert, That Chrif# hath inſtituted no ſuch 
Conſtitutive Regent Power of one Biſhop over another in his 
Church ; and therefore, the Union of particular Charches into 
one, mus? be made by Conſent, not by Superiority of Power. P. 
554. Taffirm, That tho' a National Church (and the reaſon is 

ſtronger 
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ſtronger for the Univerſal Church) Ze oze Body, yet 3t is not 
ſuch a political Body as they deſcribe, and cannot be according 
to its original Conſtitution, which differs from Secular forms of 
Government (which, have a ſupream governing Power) by 
that ancient Church-Canon of our Saviour's own Decreeing, It 
ſhall not be ſo among you. And thus, a National Church as 
governed by conſent, may be one Body in an Ecclefraſtical, 
tha: not in aCivil Political Senſe; that 1s, by one Commu» 
nion, not by-one Supream governing Power : The Dean 
in Anſwer to Mr. Baxter, who aſferts a conſtitutive Regent 
Head of the National Church, neceſſary to make it a Church, 
and yet allows, That there 1s one Catholick Yifible Church, 
and that all particular Churches, as headed by their  aereonemd 
Biſhops or Paſtors, are parts of the Univerſal Church; argues 
thus, If this Dorine be true, and withal it be neceſſary, that __.._ A 
every Church mufÞ have a conſtitative Regent Part as eſſential 12, 
to it ; then it unavoidably follows, That there mu$t be a Ca- 
tholick Viſible : Head to the Catholick Viſible Church; .and' ſo 
Mr. B's Conſtitutive Regent Part of the Church, hath done the 
Pope a wonderful kindneſs, and made a very plauſible Plea for 
his Univerſal Paſtorſhip. Where the Dean proves, That a 
Conſtitutive Regent Head is not eſſential to the Notion of 
a National Church, for then it muſt be effential to the Ca-. 
tholick Church too ; and then there muſt be a Supreme 
Paſtor, or ſome Supreme governing Power over the whole 
Church, which I ſuppoſe,is to deny that the Catholick Church 
15 one viſible governed Society. This Argument I defend- 
ed at large, and added:(p. 576.) That to-deny a Charchcan 
be one without a conſtitutive Regent Head, infers one of theſe. 
two things. 1. Either that many particular Churches cannot. 
aſſociate into one, for the:joynt Exerciſe of Diſcipline and Go- 
vernment, which overthrows the very Notion of Catholick V- 
' nity and. Communion. Or" 2. That there is and mus$t be a 
Power in the Church, ſuperior to the Epiſcopal Power, 'which 
uaturally ſets up a Pope above Biſhops, Thus much for my 
agree- 
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agreement with them, that the Catholick Charch is one vifi- 
ble governed Society, that is, which has a Supreme Power 
over the whole; and if our Author by this time does not 
begin to Colour, I will &en Bluſh for him. Burt by this 
the Reader will perceive, what a hopeful Cauſe this Author 
has undertaken, to prove my Agreement with the Church 
of Rome about the Supremacy, either of the Pope or Gene- 
ral Council, when I abſolutely deny, that there is, or ought 
to be any ſuch ſuperior Authority and JuriſdiQion over the 
the whole Church. But to proceed : 

IT. He ſays, They both pitchupon the Epiſcopal Government as 
diſtributed into the ſeveral nie of combined Chur- 
ches, as what is by Divine Inſtitution made the Government of 
the Church : A Combination of Dioceſan Churches to make up 
one Provincial, whoſe Biſhops are in Subordination to their Me- 
tropolitan; a Combination of Provincial Charches to make up 
a National, and the Metropolitans in ſubordination to the 
Primate ; a Combination of National Churches to make up a 
Patriarchal, and the Primates in Subordination to the Patri- 
arch ; and a Confederacy of Patriarchal to make up one Oecame- 
ical, and every Patriarch in Subordination to the Oecument- 
cal Biſhop, or chief Patriarch. This is an Agreement with 
a Witneſs ; and if he can prove this, as he fays he has done, 
of which more preſently, we will never Diſpute more with 
them about Church-Government; let us then conſider the 
ſeveral Steps and Gradations of Church-Authority , which 
at laſt centers in an Univerſal Biſhop. 

r. The Subordination of Parochial Presbyters, whoare 
combined and united under the Government of a Dioceſan 
Biſhop. Thus far we agree with him, and acknowledge a 
direct Superiority of Biſhops over their reſpeQive Presby- 
ters ; but we go not one ſtep farther with him. 

2. A Combination of Dioceſan Churches to make up one Pro- 
vincial, whoſe Biſhops are in Subordination to their Metropo- 
litan. Such a Combination I allow of, but the Subordina- 
tion 
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tion I deny to be the original Form of Church Aſſociations ; 
and this one word Subordination, which he has here thruſt 
in, diſcovers the whole Trick, and ſpoils our Agreement 
quite. TI aſſert, theſe Combinations are for Communian, 
not for Government, and theretore there is no Subordinati- 
ou required to ſuchan Union ; he will have theſe Combina- 
tions to be, not meerly for Communion, but for Govern- 
ment, and that indeed. requires a Subordination ; but theſe 
two Notions do as vaſtly difler, as a friendly Aſſociation for 
mutual Advice and Counſel, and a Subje&tion to a Superior 
Authority. And that I have not altered my Opinion, but 
that this was always my judgment in the caſe, I ſhall now 
ſhow, and I need to that purpoſe only tranſcribe a Page or 
Twoout of the Defence, p. 577, &c. © Itis evident trom 
« the Teſtimony of the earlieſt Ages of the Church, that firſt 
« the Apoſtles, and then the Biſhops as their Succeſſors, were 
* the Supreme-Governors of the Church, who had no high- 
*er Order or Power over them: And theretore-Tertullian Tere. de Bapr. 
« calls the Biſhop, Summus Sacerdos, or the chief and higheſt C. 179- _ 
« Prieſt ; and Optatus Apices & Principes, the Tops and OT = 
« Princes of all ; which was the general Language of thoſe 189, &. 
« days; as any one who pleaſes, may learn from D* Barrow's #* 
* Learned Treatiſe of the Pope's Supremacy. 
« And as Biſhops were the higheſt Governours of the 
* Church ; fo every Biſhop was greateſt in his own Diocels ; 
* no other Biſhop, nor Synod of Biſhops, could impoſe any 
« thing on him, without his own Conſent ; they met for 
* Advice and Counſel, not for Rule and Empire ; which 
« M- B. tells usfo often, was Archbiſhop Z//her's Judgment, 
*and which plainly was the Judgment and Practice of An- 
* tiquity, as appears from what I have already Diſcourſ- 
* ed about Catholick Communion : Ir were eaſfie to tran- 
* ſcribe ſeveral Paſſages out of St. Cyprian to this pur- 
© pole, eſpecially from his Preface to the Council of Carthage, 
* where he tolls them, 7hat they were met freely to declare 
D their 
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their Opinions about this matter (* the Rebaptization of thoſe 
* who had been Baptized by Hereticks) judging no man, nor 
denying, Communion to him if he diſſent : For neither doth any 
of us Conſtitute himſelf Biſhop of Biſhops, or by tyrannical ter. 
ror compel his Colleagues to a neceſſity of obeying : ſince every 
Biſhop being free and in his own power, has his own free choice, 
and can neither be judged by another, nor judge another ; but 
let us all expett the judgement of our Lord Feſus Chriff, 
who alone has power both to advance us to the Government of 
his Church, and judge of our Government ; and 1N p. 579. 
I add, 

« Nor does this overthrow that very ancient Conſtitution 
« of Patriarchal or Metropolitan Churches ; for a Patriarch 
«* or Metropolitan was not a Superior Order to Biſhops, nor 
« included any Authority over them,as is evident from what 
« St. Cyprian diſcourſed, who was himſelt a Primate,but only 
« ſome Precedency in the ſame Order, and ſuch Advantages 
« of Power in the Government of the Church, as was given 
« them by the common Conſent of Biſhops for a greater 
« publick good ; as the Power of calling Provincial Synods, 
* and pretiding in them, and a principal Intereſt in the 
« Ordination of Biſhops in his Province, and the like, 
« which were determined and limited by Eccleſiaſtical Ca- 
** NONS, | 

« It is true, this Patriarchal Power did in time degenerate 
& into Domination and Empire, when it fell into the hands 
« of ambirious men ; but was originally (and is fo ſtill, 
« when wiſe and good men have the management of it) a 
« yery prudent Conſtitution to preſerve Peace and Order, 
« and good Diſcipline in the Church. 

& But that Arci:biſhops and Metropolitans had no pro- 
« per Superiority and Juriſdiction over Biſhops, 15 evident 
« from what St. Zerom objects againlt the Diſcipline of rhe 
Montaniſts, Among? us (4 e. the Catholicks) the Biſhops en- 


MarcebEP-54* joy the place of the Apoſties; among them the Biſhop is but rhe 


third; 
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third, for they have the Patriarch of Pepuſa in Phrygia for 
the firft, thoſe whom they call Cenones for the ſecond ; thus Bi- 
ſhops are thruft down into the third, that is, almoFt the la? 
place. * And yetinSt. Fierom's time the Catholick Church 
* had Arcibiſhops and Metropolitans, but yet it ſcems not 
« ſuch as degraded Biſhops, or advanced any above them. 
Whether this be true Reaſoning or no, ſhall be examined 
when there is occaſion for it ; all that I am concerned in at 
preſent, is only to ſhew, that I never aſſerted ſuch an Origi- 
nal Combination of Metropolitical Churches, as placed Bi- 
ſhops in ſubordination to the Metropolitan, or gave him a 
dire&t Authority or Juriſdiction over them ; and here our 
Agreement mult for ever break off ; for if it will not reach 
to the Juriſdiction of Mctropolitans and Primates, much 
leſs will it extend to Patriarchs, and leaſt of all to an Oecu- 
menical Paſtor, whom I have 1n expreſs terms reje&ed, and 
for what reaſon will appear anon. 

Il. The next inſtance of Agreement is, That we both 
agree in giving to a General Council dire Authority over their 
Collegues in matters that concern the Purity of Faith and Man- 
ners, and the Unity of the Charch. But here are two con- 
fi crable Miſtakes in this Matter : 1. That I give this Au- 
thority'to a General Council. 2. That I give a General Coun- 
cil, or any other Combination of Biſhops a dire Authority 
over their Collegues, 

I. That I give this Authority to General Councils, My 
Diſſenting Adverſaries began this Charge, that I ſet up a 
General Council, as a Superior Governing Power over the 
whole Church, and conſequently over all Biſhops, and 
therefore was no better than a Caſſaudrian or a French Pa- 
piſt ; and our Author revives this Charge without taking 


any notice, that it was ever Objeted and Anſwered before : 


indeed he has Objeaed nothing in this whole-matter, but 
what was before Objefted by Diſlenters with as much Arc 
and appearance of Truth, as he has now given it : and[ 
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could more eaſily forgive it in them, becauſe it might be an 
innocent miſtake in them, till theſe Notions were thorough- 
ly ſifted, and ſet in a berter light ; but for our Author to 
read that very Book, The Vindication of the Defence of Dr. 
Stillingfleet, wherein all theſe ObjeAtions were made and 
Anſwered, and to renew the Charge, and repeat the Obje- 
tions again, without taking notice of any Anſwer that was 
given to them, is ſuch a piece of Ingenuity, as an honeſt 
Diſſenter would be aſhamed of: In my Defence of the Dear, 
there was not. one word which looked towards a General 
Council, excepting the Collegium Epiſcopale, or the Epiſco- 
pal Colledge, which ſome miſtook for a General Council ; 
but this miſtake I reQified in The Yindication, p. 146.. I 
obſerved, that Optatus called the whole Body of Biſhops Cole 
legium Epiſcopale ; and upon the ſame account St. Cyprian 
and $t. Auſtin ca// a// Catholick Biſhops Collegues ; and they 
may as well fay, That when the Fathers ſpeak of the Unity of 
the Epiſcopacy, they mean their Union in a General Council, 
as that they mean a General Council by the Colledge of 
Biſhops. In St. Cyprian's time there never had been a Ge- 
eral Council, excepting the Council of the Apoſtles at Jeruſa- 
lem ; and yet when he wrote to forreign Biſhops, with whom he 
never was joined in Council, nor ever like to be, he calls them 
his Collegues, or thoſe of the ſame Colledge with him ; which 
ſignifies no more than that they were of the ſame Power and Au- 
thority with him, and united in one Communion. And what 
my thoughts are of a General Council, whoever pleaſes, 
may ſee ſome Pages after : p. 162, 163, Gcc. 

2. Nor do I give a dire Authority to any Biſhops or 
Council of Biſhops over their Collegues : This I expreſly 
deny in forty places, as to be ſure every man mult do, who 
acknowledges, that all Biſhops have originally an equal 
power, and the Supreme Authority in their reſpective Dio- 


Vindicat.p.15. Cfſles. That no Biſhops either ſmgle or united have any diretT 


Authority or Superiority over each other, That the Combina- 
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tions of Churches, and the Synods and Councils of Biſhops, are 
not for direft As of Government, and Superiority over each o- 
other ; with ſeveral other like Expreſlions before quoted. 

But do not ſay, That General Councils can have no dire(t 
Authority over any Biſhops, who refuſe 10 conſent, unleſs it be in 
ſach matters as concern the Purity of Faith, and Manners, and 
Catholick Unity £ And does not tits inter, that they have 
a dire&t Authority over them in ſuch matters ? 

This poſſibly might lie a little out of our Author's reach, 
I not having occaſion then given me to diſcourſe it more at 
large; but it he had not underſtood this, it had been more 
modeſt and ingenuous to have thought it an unwary faying, 
or to have made a Query upon it, and deſired me to have 
reconciled this ſeeming contradiction, rather than to charge 
me with-ſuch Principles, asT fo often expreſly and poſitive- 
ly reject. But Ingenuity and Modeſty are Virtues not to be 
expeded from ſuch Adverſarics, and therefore I ſhall briefly 
ſtate this matter alſo, by 1. Shewing what I meant, by mat- 
ters which concern the Purity of Faith aud Manners, and Ca- 
tholick-Unity. 2. What Authority I give to Biſhops, or a 
Council of Biſhops over their Collegues in ſuch caſes, and 
how this is to be reconciled with my affirming, that the 
Combinations of Churches, and the Synods and Councils of 
Biſhops, are not for dire&t Acts of Government and Supe- 
riority over each other, but only for mutual Advice and 
Counſel. 

x. As for the firſt, when I ſay, That Neighbour Biſhops, or 
a Council of Biſhops, has Authority over their Collegues in mat- 
ters which concern the Purity of Faith and Manners, and Ca- 
tholick Unity, it is plain that my meaning was not, and could 
not be, That ſuch a Council of Biſhops had Authority to 
make what Decrees they pleaſed in matters of Faith or Man- 


ners, or Catholick Unity, and impoſe thenf upon their Col- 


legues by a direct and Superior Authority, without their 


own conſent ; for this is the very thing I Diſputed againſt ; 
and 
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and yet this is the ſence he would put upen my weres, and 
indeed no other ſence of them can do the Church of Rowe a- 
ny ſervice; but letany indiftercnt Reader conſider the whole 
Paragrapn, and freely judge whether this Author be not a 
very candid Interpreter. I was diſcourſing about General 
Councils, © That it is not likely there ſhould ever be a Con- 
« vention of Bilhops from all parts of the Chriſtian World ; 
*norit it were pollible,that there ſhould be ſome ſew Biſhops 
« diſpatched from all Chriſtian Churches, all the World over, 


« nor can I ſee any reaſon why this ſhould be called a Gene- 


* rai Council, when it may be there are ten times as many 
« Biſhops who did not come to the Council, as thoſe who 
& did ; and why ſhould the leſs number of Biſhops aſſembled 
*ijn Council, judge for all the reſt, who fo far exceed them 
* in nuinbers, and it may be are not infericur to them in Pt- 
«*cty and Wiſdom; eipecially conſidering, that every Biſhop 
« has the ſupreme Government of his own Church, and his 
© liberty and power to chooſe for himſelf, as St. Cyprian tells 
« us, and mult not be compelled to obedience by any of his 
« Collegues ; which overthrows the proper Juriſdiction of 
* General Councils, which can have no direft Authority over 
any Biſhops, who refaje to conſent, unleſs it be in ſuch matters as 
concern the Purity of Faith, and Manners, and Catholick Unity. 
Nouw if Faith, and Manners, and Catholick Unity, were con- 
ſidered 3s the luvject of Conciliary Decrees, what greater 
Authority coaid the Council of 7rext itſelf deſire than this, 
to have Authority to make Decrees about Faith, and Man- 
ners, and Catholick Unity, which ſhall oblige all the Biſhops 
in the World? For I kaow not any thing elſe for a Council 
of Cirittian Biſhops to make Decrees about : And therefore 
thele raatters which concern Faith and Manners, only relate 
to the Faith and Manners of the Biſhop; as I elſe-where ex- 
prefly teach , That a Biſhop cannot be impoſed on agains? his 
own conſent, by any Biſnop or Council of Biſhops, nor can juſtly 
be depoſed upon ſuch accounts, while he neither corrupts the 
Faith, 


k 
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Faith, nor ſchiſmatically divides the Church. So that this Au- 
thority reters not tothe Decrees of Councils about Faith or 
Manners, but 1s only an Authority of cenſuring Heretical 
and Schiſmatical Biſhops. : 

2. Butrhat we may better underſt-n:! the true ſtateof this 
matter, let us conſider what kind of Authority this is: And 

r. lobſerve this is noaCt of Authority over Biſhops, con- 
ſider'd as Biſhops, but over Hereticks and Schiſmaticks; and 
no man that I know of, ever denied the Churches Power 
to cenſure Hereſtc or Schitn, or to correct the Lives and 
Manners of Men ; and it Hereticks and Schiſmaticks, wick- 
ed and profligate Perſons, may be flung out of the Church ; 
if any Biſhops be ſuch, there is no reaſon their Charafer 
ſhould excuſe them, for that does not lefſen but aggravate 
their Crime. 

2. And therefore this is no Uſurpation upon the Epiſcopal 
Power and Governmeat ; it is not unpoſing Laws or Rules 
on a Biſhop for the Government of his Church without his 
conſent, which 1s an Uſurpation upon the Epiſcopal Authori- 
ty ; but it is only judging himunwor thy to be a Biſhop, and 
committing the care of his Flock to ſome more fit perſon. 

3. This Authority does not reſult from that ſuperior Ju« 
ridiftion, which one Biſhop, or all the Biſhops in the World 
liave over any one ſingle Biſhop, but from that obligation 
Which every Biſhop has as far as he can, to take cars of the 
wii Flock of Chriſt, as I explain it zz rhe Vindication,p.I 56. 
Tt tae Unity of the Epiſcopacy is the foundation of that Au- 
therity which neighbour Biſhops have over their Collegues in 
caſe of Herejie or Schiſm, or any notorious wickedneſs; for they 
being Riſhops of the Univerſal Church, have an original right 
aud 20wer (not to govern their Colicgues, bur) to take care 
that no part of the Church which is within their reach and in- 

Spettion. ſuffer by the Herefite or evil Praftices of their Collegues, 
wich as i obſerved in the Defence, p.2 15. 35 the reaſon St.C7 = 
prian gives, why there are ſo many Biſhops in the Chriſtian 
Church, 
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Church, whom he calls a copious Body of Biſhops, coupled by the 
cement of Concord, and bond of Unity. That if any of our Col- 
ledge (i. e. any Biſhop) ſhould endeavour to broach any new Fe- 
reſie, or tear and ſpoil the Flock of ChriFt, the ref may come in 
to their help, and like good and merciful Paſtors, gather again 
the Sheep of Chrift into the Fold. So that this is not proper- 
ly an Authority over Biſhops, who have originally no ſupe- 
r;our Juriſdiction over each other, but an obligation on all 
Biſhops, as far as they can, to fee that no part of the Chriſtian 
Church be corrupted with Herefte, or divided by Schifms ; 
the diſcharge of which may impower them to remove He- 
retical Biſhops, witnout any dire& Authority to govern Bt- 
ſhops. So that this power of depoſing Heretical ana Wick- 
ed Biſhops, does not contradi&t what I betore aſſerted, That 
by original right, all Biſhops are equal, and every Biſhop ſu- 
preme in his own Dioceſs, who cannot be compelled by o- 
ther Biſhops to govern his Church by ſuch Rules and Laws 
as he himſelf does not aſſent to; and therefore that ſuch 
Combinations and Councils of Biſhops are not originally for 
direft acts of Government and Superiority over each other, 
but only for mutual Counſel and Advice: For theſe are two 
very different things, To have Authority to compel a Bi- 
ſhop to govern his Church by ſuch Laws as he himſelf in 
his own conſcience does not approve; and to have Authori- 
ty to fling a notorious Heretical or Schiſmatical Biſhop out 
of their Communion, and to command and exhort his Pres- 
byters and People not to own him: St. Cyprian I am ſure 
thought theſe two caſes very different ; for the firſt he ut- 
terly reje&s as an Uſurpation on the Epiſcopal Authority, 
that it was to make themſelves Biſhops of Biſhops, which he 
thought a great impiety ; the other he praQtiſed himſelf in 
the caſe of Baflides and Martialis. For the firſt is a dire 
authority over Biſhops in the exerciſe of their Epiſcopal] Fun- 
Ction ; the ſecond is only an Authority to cenſure Herefie 
and Schiſm, and to preſerve the Communion of the Church 

| pure, 
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pure, and to defend the Flock from ſuch Wolves in Sheeps 


clothing. 

But it may be it will be objetted, That this comes much 
to one; for the Authority of depoſing Heretical and Schil- 
matical Biſhops, infers an Authority of declairing Herefie 
and Schiſm; and that of making or declaring Articles of 
Faith, and Laws of Catholick Communion ; For how can 
they depoſe Hereticks and Schiſmaticks without an Autho- 
rity of declairing what Hereſie and Schiſm is> And this is 
as much Authority as the Council of Trent ulſelf would have 
defired ; and therefore it ſcems very abſurd and contradicti- 
ous to deny a Counci! Authority to oblige their Collegues 
by their Decrees of Faith, or Manners, or Catholick Unity, 
and to give Authority to neighbour Biſhops to depole and 
cenſure any Heretical or Schiſmarical Biſhop. To this pur- 
poſe our Author argues, p. 32, 33. According to their Do- 
trine the Biſhops of Spain, France, Italy, aud Germany, be- 
being Biſhops of the Catholick Church, thd ordinarily their Pow- 
er is confined to their particular Churches, yet having an origi- 
wal right with relation to the whole Catholick Church, are bound 
by the Laws of Communion to re-aſſume their original right, and 
aſſemble and ſummon before them the Biſhops of the Church of 
England ; who, in thezr opinion, are fallen into a great Schiſm 
and Herejie ; in which matters theſe Biſhops have a dire Au- 
thority over the Biſhops of the Charch of England, and may pro- 
ceed again? them, and depoſe them, and ordain others in their 
room, and oblige the People to withdraw from the Communion of 
the depofed Biſhops ; in which caſe the foreign Biſhops being the 
governing part, have as mach Authority over the' Engliſh Bb 
ſhops, as the Engliſh Biſhops have over the Diſſenters in Eng- 
land. He ſhould have faid as the Engliſh Biſhops have over 
the Popiſh Biſhops of France, Span, or 1taly, and then he had 
come pretty near the matter. He adtds, 

« The larger Combination of Biſhops, the greater is their 
*« Power and Authority : And therefore if the Engliſh _ 
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« have a dire& Authority over the Diſſenters in England, fo 
* has this greater Combination of Biſhops over the diſſenting 
« Engliſh Biſhops; (that is, if Biſhops have Authority over 
their own Flocks, then the Biſhops of France and Spain have 
Authority over Engliſh Biſhops; if Biſhops muſt govern their 
own Churches, other Biſhops may govern them : An infe- 
rence which I believe our Author is the firſt man, that ever 
made.) * And as the Englith Biſhops inſiſt on their Autho- 
{rity in deciſion of Controverſies, and the Difſenter muſt 
«*{ubmit ; ſo may this greater College of Biſhops urge their 
* Authority, and the Diſſenting Engliſh Biſhops muſt ſub- 
* mit, and may not be admitted to exerciſe their own Judg- 
* ment, or pretend Conſcience there, no more than the Eng- 
« 1;ſh Proteſtant Diſſenter may do it here. 

« It muſt be carefully obſerved, that by theſe Gentlemen 
*rhe Power is lodged with the College of Catholic Biſhops ; 
*and ſo long as the Church of Ezgland acknowledges the 
« Biſhops of theſe Countries to be Catholick Biſhops, as now 
«they do, (juſt as we acknowledge the Church of Rowe to 
be part of the Catholick Church, but a very corrupt and 
ſchiſmatical part of it) « they cannot queſtion their Power, 
« that they muſt acknowledge: and by the Law's of Catho- 
«lick Communion muſt obey a College of them, and ap- 
© pear before them, when ſummoned : The greateſt thing, 
* that they can with any pretence inſiſt on, is the juſtneſs of 
* cauſe, of which they are no more competent Judges before 
* this College, than the Diſſenters are, when betore theſe 
* Biſhops here. What happy days would the Church of 
Rome ſee, were things brought to this paſs !. but how im- 
pertinent all his talk of the College of Biſhops is, has been 
already ſhewn, and will be more in what follows : All that 
I obſerve at preſent is, how he turns the Power of depoſing 
and cenſuring heretical and ſchiſmatical Biſhops into a Pow- 
er of declaring Hereſie, and judging whether they be Hg 


reticks or not, by ſuch a fanal and uncontroulable Powers, 


as 
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as Hereticks themſclves are bound to ſubmit to: And which 
is more ridiculous than that, if one Church agrees to accuſe 
another Church of Hereſy, the Acciters alone muſt be Judg- 
es, and the Accuſed are very incompetent Judges of it, be= 
cauſe forſooth they are accuſed : But this matter may be ſta- 
ted without ſetting up ſuch a Soveraign Tribunal for judging 
of Herefies. For, 

1. That Heretical Biſhops may be depoſed, I think all 
agree in. » 

"2. And there is as little queſtion, but that Orthodox and 
Catholick Biſhops, who have the care of the Church com- 
mitted to tiiem, have this power of depoſing ; that is, of 
caiting ſuch a Biſhop out of their Communion, and exhort- 
ing his People to withdraw Communion from him, and to 
accept of a Catholick Biſhop in his itead ; which is all that 
the Eccleſiaſtical Power of depoſing ſignifies. 

3- There is no queſtion neither, but that all Biſhops will 
call that Hereſy, which they themſelves think to be ſo, and 
will judge thoſe to be Hereticks, who profeſs ſuch Doftrines, 
as they call Hereſy. 

4. But it does not hence follow, that any Biſhops,or any num- 
ber of Biſhops,however aſſembled, have ſuch an Authority to 
define Articles of Faith,or to declare Hereſy, as ſhall oblige all 
men to believe that tobe Hereſy, which they decree to be ſo. 

5. And therefore the effe&ts of theſe Cenſures muſt of 
neceſſity depend upon that Opinion, which People have of 
them: Thoſe who believe the Cenſure juſt, will withdraw 
themſelves from the Communion of ſuch a Biſhop ; thoſe 
who do not believe it juſt, wilE- (till communicate with him. 
For who ever pronounces the Sentence, (excepting the inter- 
poſing of Secular power) the People muſt execu te it, and 
if they will ſtill adhere to their Biſhop, he may defie his 
Depoſlers, and all their power : As the Eg/zþ Biſhops and 
People do all the Azathemaes of the Church of Rome. 

6. And whether they do right or wrong in this, their 
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own Coniciences muſt judge in this World, and God will 
judge in the next: This is all that can be ſaid or done in 
ſuch a broken and divided ſtate of the Church, as we now 
ſee. While nothing was called Hereſie but the denial of 
ijome plain and acknowledged Article of the Chriſtian Faith, 
winle there was no diſpute, who were Hereticks, the power 
ot depoſing Hereticks was facred and venerable, and had 
its juſt authority and efie& ; but ſince what is Herefſie is the 
Controverſie, and thegworld is divided about it, tho the 
power remains {till, the exerciſe of it grows very contemp- 
tibie, whena Church firſt coyns new Articles of Faith, and 
then Excommunicates, Cenſures, Depoſes thoſe for Here- 
ticks, who will not believe them. 

IV. Weare come now to the laſt Point, wherein he ſays 
we Agree, viz. To give to one Biſhop a Primacy, for the bet- 
ter preſerving Catholick Union, and alſo a ſuperior Power of 
Appeals, and exerciſing ſome peculiar Atts of Diſcipline under 
the Regulation of Ecclefiaſtical Canons. Now all this indeed I 
do aſſert, and yet weare very far from agreeing in this mat- 
ter. For though they made no more of the Pope than a meer 
Primate, which I doubt is not good Doctrine in Rome ; yet 
there is as much difference between our Primates, as there is 
between a National and Oecumenical Primate, and conſe- 
quently as much difference between our Appeals, as be- 
tween Appeals to Rowe, and to the Archbiſhop of Canterbu- 
7y, as between Appeals to the Primate of a National Church, 
and Appeals to foreign Biſhops. I know he diſputes very 
learnedly, that ſuch an Oecuminical combination of Chur- 
ches, and an Ocecumenical Primate is more for the preſer- 
vation of Catholic Unity, than a National Church or Pri 
mate ; but this he knew I denied, and therefore ſhould not 
have faid, that T-agree with them in-it, and who has the beſt 
reaſon on their ſide, ſhall be examined preſently. 

By this time, I ſuppole, the Reader is fatisfied how far we 
agree in theſe things, I having in expreſs words denied eve- 
ry 
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ry thing which he has affirmed, in theſe very Books, to 
which he has appealed ; which I think is no great ſign of 
Agreement. 

2. Ir is time now to vindicate thoſe paſſages which he 
quotes out of my Book, and on which he founds this pretence 
of Agreement between us; and to do this effeQualily and 
plainly, I muſt, as I go along, briefly explain ſome of my 
Principles, which our Author cither did not underſtand, or 
did wilfully miFrepreſenr, 

All the ſayings he has picked up, and brought together 
from one end of the Book to the other, relate to one of theſe 
two Principles, The. Unity of the Church, which is one 
Communion, or the Unity of the Epiſcopacy. 

:. As for the firſt of theſe, The Unity of the Charch, the 
whole myſtery of it is no more but this, That the whole 
Chriſtian Church, by the Inſtitution of our Saviour, is but 
one Church, and this one Church is one Communion, that 
is, one Body and Society, whereof all Chriſtians are Mem- 
bers, and wherein they have a right to communicare in all 
Chriſtian Priviledges, and have both a right and obligation 
to Communicate 1n all Chriſtian Duties: This our Author 4 
puts in the ſecond place, thd ic ought to be the firſt, as be- * 
ing the Foundation of all : That al Chriſtians, and Chriſtian 
Churches in the World are one Body, Society, or Church, and 
this is called Catholick Commmnion; for they being, all one 
Body, they Communicate with each other in this one Body, 
in all the Duties and Priviledges of it : And what advantage 
he can make of this, I cannot yet gueſs, unleſs he thinks 
that the very name Catholick being one of Be//armin's Notes 
of the Church, Catholick Communion, mult ſignifie the Cont 
munion of the Catholick Church of Rome. 

My Adverfaries hearing this word Communion, prefently 
concluded, that I placed the Unity of the Church in ſome 
meer traſient As of Communion, and Diſputed very ear- 
neſtly againſt it, as well they might, But this —_— 4 
reCtifie 
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reGified in my Vindication, and thewed them that one Com- 
112111108 fignijies 01 Body aud S oczety, in which all the Members 
communicate with eaci other ; which Þ explain'd by this tami- 
lar compariſon: Suppoſe the whole FForld were one Family, or 
ce Kingdom, in which every particular man, according to his 
razk and ſtation, enjoys equal Priviledges: is this caſe the ne- 
ceſſity of Affairs would require, that men ſhould live in diſtintt 
Houſes and diſtintt Conntries; as now they do ail the World 0- 
ver : but yet if every man exjoyed the ſame Liberty and Pri- 
viledges, where-ever he went, as he does now in his own Houſe 
aud Country, the whole World would be but one Houſe and Fa- 
mily, or Univerſal Kingdom ; and whoſoever ſhould reſolve to 
live by himſelf, aud not receive any others into his Family, nr 
allow them the liberty of his Fouſe, would be guilty of making a 
Schiſm in this great Family of the World : and what Nations ſo- 
ever ſhould deny the Rights and Priviledges of natural Subjefs 
to the Inhabitants of other Countries, would make a Schiſm, 
and rent itſelf from this Univerſal Kingdom. | added, 

Thus it is here ; The Church of Chrift is but one Body, one 
Church, one Fouſhold and Family , one Kingdom, Theſe 
words our Author ſets in the Front, and thinks to make 
ſomething of them: for ſeeing all know,that to make the whole 
World one Tniverſal Kingdom, it's neceſſary that it be ſubjett- 
ed under one Governing Head ; it unavoidably follows, that 
unleſs in the Catholick Church there be one —_— Governing 
Head, it cannot be like to an Univerſal Kingdom, an organized 


politick Body. Very right! Had I compared the Catholick 


Church to an Univerſal Kingdom, with reſpe& toGovern- 
ment, the conſequence had been good ; but comparing it 
only with reſpe& to Communion, the confequence is ridicu- 
lous ; and yet this was all I intended in the compariſon, as 
appears from the Application of it. Aad therefore though 
the neceſſity of Afﬀairs requires, that Neighbour Chriſtians 
combine themſelves into particular Charches, and particular 
Congregations, as the World is divided into particular _ 

ies 


«1. 2y be ee A 75 Rp 
ans ESE 


RS 


ſome Proteſtant Principles, &c. 

lies and Kingdoms, (which ſhcws, tlat I no more ſubj«0& the 
Church to one Governing Head, tizan T do the World to cne 
Univerſal Monarch, now it 15 divided into particular King- 
doms) yet every Chriſtian, by virtue of bis Chriſtianity hath 
the ſame Right and Priviledge, and the ſame Obligation to 
Communion, as occaſion ſerves, with all the Churches in the 
World, that he has with that particular Church, wherein he 
lives; where-ever be removes his Dwelling, whatever Church he 
goes to, he is ſtill in the ſame Family, the ſame Kingdom, and 
the ſame Church. Now whether thus be a good conſequence, 
that becauſe I make the whole Chriſtian Church one Family 
and Kingdom, with refpect to Chriſtian Communion ; that 
is, that all true Chriſtians have a right to Communion in all 
true Chriſtian Churches in the World, therefore I ſubje& 
the whole Chriſtian Church to one Supreme Governing 
Head on Earth; (tor with reſpect to Chriſt, who is the true 
and only Head of his Church, we will allow it to be one King- 
dom and Family in this ſenſe) I ſay, let any man judge of 
this, who underſtands Conſequences. It our Author did not 
ſee this, the Reader may judge of his Underſtanding ; if he 
did, he may judge of his Honeſty. And thus his Foundati- 
on is gone, and then all the SuperſtruQture is but a Caſtle 
in the Air : For if the Univerſal Church be not oze organi- 
zed politick Body, as according to my Principles it is not, then 
it cannot be ſubjeted to one Governing Head, neither to 
the Pope nor a General Council. 

His third Charge is, That I make ſomewhat more neceſſary 
to Catholick Communion than au Agreement in the ſame Paith, 
the ſame Rules of Worſhip, and right Adminiſtration of the Sa- 
craments ; that 1s, Catholick Communion is our Union in 
one Body, and communicating in this one Body is the exer- 
ciſe of Catholick Comnunion ; which thoſe who do not, if 
there be not a juſt and neceſſary cauſe for it, are Schiſmaticks 
for all that, whatever their Faith and Worſhip be ; and 
Scluſm. is a damning ſin. But how does this make wad 

thing 
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thing more neceſſary to Catholick - Communion, than the 
ſame Faith, the ſame Worſhip, the ſame Sacraments? Theſe 
are all the Catholick terms of Catholick-Communion ; bur 
if theſe do not unite us into one Body, we are not united 
for all that : not that any thing elſe 15 wanting to make 
this Union; but becauſe through the Luſts, and Vices, and 
Paſſions of men, an Union does not follow upon 1t : but he 
was ſenſible, that Catholick-Communion alone, would not 
do his buſineſs, would not prove the neceſſity of one Su- 
preme Governing Head (whether the Pope, or a General 
Council) over the whole Church; and theretore he inſint's 
ates, that I make ſomething elſe the neceſlary terms of Ca- 
tholickCommurnion, beſides the true Chriſtian Faith, Wor- 
ſhip, and Sacraments; and what ſhould that be, do you think, 
but Subje&ion to one Supreme Head, which you ſhall ſee, 
how learnedly he proves; For he adds, 

4. That what 1s farther neceſſary to Catholick-Communion, is 
# Catholick Government, namely the Epiſcopal. Now all theſe 
words I have uſed upon one occaſion or other, but there is 
no ſuch propoſition as this in all my Book. I do allow E- 
piſcopacy to be an Apoſtolical Inſtitution, and the truly 
Ancient and Catholick Government of the Church, of 
which more hereafter ; but yet in this very Book I prove 
induſtriouſly, and at large, that in caſe of neceſſity, when 
Biſhops cannot be had, a Church may be a truly Catholick 
Church, and ſuch as we may, and ought to communicate 
with, without Biſhops, in vindication of ſome foreign re- 
formed Churches, who have none; and therefore I do not 
make Epiſcopacy ſo abfolutely neceſſary to Catholick Com- 
munion, as to un-Church all Churches which have it 
not. 

But the remainder of his Quotations referring to the 7- 
nity of Epiſcopacy, T muſt briefly explain what my Notion 
is about it ; and truly I have proceeded all. along upon 
St. Cyprian's Principles, and he muſt anſwer tor it, - he 
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have miſled me. St. Cyprian taught me, that there i oye Eplſcopaus 
Epiſcopacy, part of which every Biſhop holds with full authority > finoullain ” 
and power ; where by one Epilcopacy St. Cyprian under- folidum pars 
ſtands one Biſhoprick, that is, the Univerſal Church, which Fur £27: 
as it is but one Church, is but one Biſhoprick alſo ; it being $e theDefence, 
all under the government of the Epiſcopal Power. But P2956: 
then this Biſhoprick is divided into parts, into particular 

Dioceſles, and every Biſhop has a. part of this Univerſal Bi- 

ſhoprick, which he has in ſo/zdum ; that 1s; he has his part 

to govern with the fulneſs and plenitude of the Epiſcopal 

Power, without any ſuperior Authority or Juriſdiction over 

him. This T take to be the plaineſt and eaſieſt interpreta» 

tion of St. Cypriax's words ; for though all learned men 

have agreed 1n the ſame ſence, yet the Phraſe has a little 

puzled them ; for if by one Epiſcopacy, we underſtand one 

Epiſcopal Office and Power, tho' the ſence will be the fame, 

yet the expreſſion is very obſcure ; for how can every Bt- 

ſhop have bur part of the Epiſcopal Office in So/idum; that 

15, part of the Office, and the whole Power 2 But if by one 
Epiſcopacy, we underſtand one Biſhoprick, and the Univer- 

fal Church may as properly be called one Biſhoprick, as one 

Church, and one Sheepfold, then it is all plain, that there 

is but one Biſhoprick, of which every Biſhop has part, in 

which he exerciſes the whole Epiſcopal Authority and Pow- 

er. Another Principle of St. Cypriay's is, that this one E- Unus Epiſco- 
piſcopacy, or one Biſhoprick, is preſerved one by the con- —— 
cord and agreement of Biſhops ; for if the Biſhops diſagree, rum concord 
who have the Supreme government of theirown Churches, Jymecrofrace 
this muſt of neceſſity divide the Biſhoprick and the Church; ad Anconlan.” 
but this one Biſhoprick is ſpread over the World, by the conſent- EP-52- Pam. 
ing multitude of many Biſhops ; which, as I obſerved, he calls * Quando Ec- 
the Unity and Peace of the Epiſcopacy : And for the ſame rea. LEES 
ſon gptatus calls it the Epiſcopal Colledge ; and Biſhops are ſcifla non fir, 
called Collegues. And St. Cyprian tells us, * The Catholick _— 
nexa,& cohzrentium ſibi inyicem Sacerdotum glutino copulata, Cypr. Ep.69. ad Florentium Pu- 
planum, F Charch 


phan. Ep.67. 
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Church is not rent, nor divided but united and coupled by the 
cement of Biſhops, who ſtick cloſe together. 

Another Principle is, That no Biſhop nor Colledge of Bi- 
ſhops have a dire& Authority or Juriſdiction over their Col- 
legues, to compel them to ſubmit to their Decrees and Defi- 
nitions, againſt their own Judgment and Conſatence : Thar 
none of them pretended to be Biſhops of Biſhops, which he 
abhors as a Tyrannical Uſurpation, as we ſee in his Preface 
to the Council of Carrtharge. Another Principle 1s, Tiat ſince 
there is but one Epiſcopacy or Biſhoprick, every Bilhop, be. 
ſides the Supreme Government of his own particular Dio- 
ceſs, has ſuch a relation to the whole Church, that he is to 
take care, as much as in him'lies, to ſee that no part of the 
Church ſuffer by the Hereſfies or Schiſms of their Biſhops ; 
which is the reaſon, as I obſerved before, St. Cyprzan gives, 
Why there are ſo many Biſhops in the Chriſtian Church, 
That if any of our Colledge (7. e. any Biſhop) ſhould endeavour 
to broach any new Hereſie, or to tear and ſpoil. the Flock of 
Chriſt, the reſt may come in to their belp, and like good and mer- 
ciful Paſtors,gather again the Sheep of Chriſt into their Fold. 

Theſe are the Principles I learnt from St. Cyprian; and 
if our Author can find a Supreme Head of the Univerſal. 
Church, whether Pope or General Council, in this Scheme, 
I am ſure St. Cyprzan could not, who difowns any ſuch ſupe- 
rior Authority co Bifhops. 

Let us then now return'to our Author, who obſerves, that 
I aſſert, That all the Biſhops of the Church are but one alſo, 
( which a little differs from one Biſhops being all) z»ve/ſted 
with the ſame Power and Authority to govern the Church ; 


( for which I quoted St. Cyprian, tho' he thinks fit to leave 


him out): That as Str. Cyprian tells us there but one E- 
piſcopacy, part of which every Biſhop holds with full Authority 
and Power ; that all theſe Biſhops are but one body, who are 


- bound to live in Communion with each other, and to govern 


eheir reſpettive Churches where need requires, and where it can 


be 
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be had , by mutual Advice and Conſent, and therefore that no 
Biſhops are abſolutely Independant, but are __— to preſerve 
the Unity of the Epiſcopacy, or Epiſcopal Colledge, as Optatus 
calls it, { which words our Author leaves ouf, as being a- 
fraid of naming the Authority of any Father in the cale ) 
whereon the Unity and Communion of the Catholick Church de- 
pends. Thus far our Author recites my words, and here 
breaks oft; bur I ſhall beg leave togo on. For zt is impeſ- 
ſible the Catholick Church ſhould be one Body or Society, or one 
Communion, if it be divided into as many Independent Chur- 
ches, as there are abſolute and independent Biſhops : For thoſe 
Churches muſt be independent which have an independent Power 
and Government. as all thoſe muſt have, which have independent 
Governors and Biſhops; and independent Churches can never 
make one Body and one Catholick Communion; becauſe they are 
not Members of each other : aud thus the Unity of the Catho- 
lick Church muſt be deſtroyed, unleſs we aſſert One Epiſcopacy 
as well as One Church, One Evangelical Prieſthood as well as 

Oze Altar, all the World over. | 
Here 1 mult ſtop a little, for here he ſeems to lay his 
Foundation, whereon to erect his Papal Monarchy, or his 
Soveraign Power of General Councils; that I aſſert, That 
Biſhops are not abſolutely independent ; and therefore he 
ſuppoſes, that they muſt be ſubordinate too to ſome higher 
Power anJ Juriſdiction, How far T am from aſſerting any 
ſuch Supreme Power over the whole Church, I have alrea- 
dy ſhewn ; and now I muſt vindicate this Principle, That 
Biſhops are not abſolutely Independent, from any ſuch conſe- 
quence, which is no very difficult task, if men will conſi- 
der what I mean by the independency of Biſhops, and for 
what reaſon I aſſerted, that Biſhops are not abſolutely inde- 
pendent, For the independency I deny, is ſuch an indepen- 
dency as is oppoſed to the Unity of the Epiſcopacy, and to 
their obligation to live in Communion with each other ; 
for becauſe there is but one Epiſcopacy, becauſe all Biſhops 
F 2 are 
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are but one Body, therefore I affert, they are not abſo- 
lutely independent, but are obliged to preſerve the Unity of 
the Epiſcopacy, or Epiſcopal Colledge : for abſolute Inde- 
pendency excludes all neceſſary obligations to Unity and 
Communion, as well as to Subjection. An abſolute inde- 
pendent Soveraign Prince 1s no more bound by the Laws of 
Soveraignty to live in Unity, than to own ſubjeCtion to 
Neighbour Princes; now Biſhops indeed as to fubjeQion, 
are independent, for there is no ſuperior Authority in the 
Church over them, as I have always aſſerted ; bur they are 
not independent as to Unity and Communion : for the fun- 
damental Laws of one Epiſcopacy oblige them to Unity and 
Communion, and that obliges them to govern their Chur- 
ches by mutual advice, without which this Unity cannot 
be preſerved. I am ſure St. Cyprian lays fo much ſtreſs on 
this, that he expreſly aſſerts, That Ze cannot have the Power 
nor the Honour of a Biſhop, who will not maintain the Unity 
Now I cannot think ſuch 


rus nec unita- Biſhops abſolutely independent, tho' they are ſubje&t to no 


tem tenere 
volutr, nec 


ſuperior Authority, who depend upon preſerving the Unity 


pacem, Cyp!. and Peace of the Epiſcopacy, for the very Power and Dig- 
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"nity of Biſhops. 

I deny ſuch an independency of Biſhops, as makes their 
Churches independent, which deſtroys Catholick Commu- 
nion, as I ſhewed in thoſe words which our Author ſuppreſ- 
ſed, That Unity of the Catholick Church depends upon 
the Unity of the Epifcopacy. . For 7t i impoſſible the Ca- 
tholick Church fhould be one Body or Society, or one Communi- 
on, if it be divided into as manyindependent Churches, as there 
are abſolute and independent Biſhops ; for thoſe Churches muſt 
be Independent, which have an Independent Power and Go- 
werument, as all thoſe muſt have, who have Independent Gover- 
ours, or Biſhops; and Independent Churches can never make 
one Body, and one Catholick Communion, becauſe they are uot 
Members of each other. Now this Independency of _ 

ches 
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ces, which I condemn, is not oppoſed to a Superior Jurif- 
ion ; for ſo Churches, as well as Bifhops, are originally 
independent +. but it is oppoled to their being ſuch diſtin& 
«1:5 {oparate Bodies as are not Members of each other, 
which deſtroys Catholick Communion,or makes it Arbitra- 
ry. And this is the Independency of Biſhops which Ideny ; 
ijuch an Independency as overthrows the unity of the Epif- 
copacy, and conſequently the unity of the Church. 

Nay, I further deny the Independency of Biſhops, as 
that ſignifies an exemption from all cenſures in caſe of He- 
reſie, and Schiſm, and Idolatry, and ſuch like evil pra- 
ftiſes; which does not infer a ſuperior authority of one 
Biſhop over another, but only an authority in the Church 
to cenſure fuch crimes, whoever be guilty of them; as I 
have already explained it at large : So that my Notion of 
the Independency of Biſhops, will do no ſervice t all to the 
Pope or General Council, 

5. He proceeds in his charge ; The power of every Bi- 
ſhop in his own Dioceſs, uw not ſo abſolute and independent, 
But that he is bownd to preſerve the unity of the Epiſcopacy, 
aud to live in Communion with his Collegues and Fellow-Bi- 
ſhops ; for this is the foundation of Catholick Communion, 
without which there can be no Catholick Church. This has 
been accounted for already , and whoever obſerves, that 
the reaſon of all is laid upon the preſervation of Catho- 
lick Communion, will eafily gueſs, how little this makes 
for an Univerſal Power and Empire over the Church. He 
proceeds, The whole Authority of a Biſhop, or Comncil, over 
other Biſhops, is founded on the Laws of Catholick Commu» 
ion, which i the great end it ſerves (and therefore it does 
not prove a Supreme governing Head over the Church) 
and therefore they have no proper authority, but only in ſuch 
matters as concern the Unity of the Epiſcopacy, or the Peace 
and Communion of the Catholick Church ; This alſo has been 
ſufficiently explained before. Again, this Unity of the Epiſ- 
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copacy, is the Foundation of theſe larger Combinations and 
Confederacies of Neighbour Churches ; which make Archie- 
piſcopal or National Churches : For fince there is but one 
Epiſcopacy, it is highly reaſonable, and neceſſary, ſo far as 
it is prafticable, they ſhould all a4 and govern their reſpe- 
five Churches, as one Biſhop, with one conſent, which is the 
mo#? effeftual way to ſecure the peace and unity of the Epiſco- 
pal Colledge, and to promote the edification and good govern- 
ment of the Church. Nay, this Unity of the Epiſcapacy. is 
the Foundation of that Authority which Neighbour Biſhops 
have over their Collegues in caſe of Herefie and Schiſm, or 
any other notorious wickedneſs; for they being Biſhops of the 
Univerſal Church, have an Original right and power to take 
care, that no part of the Church, which is within their reach 


and inſpeftion, Juffer by the Herefie, or evil Praftices of their 


| Collegues., * 


Here is a good long Quotation, if any body knew to 
what purpoſe it ſerved. I own the Words, and know not 
how I could fay the ſame thing better, if I] were to fay it 
again. I am ſtill of the ſame mind, that ſuch Combina- 
tions of Biſhops for mutual Advice and Counſel, is of great 
benefit and uſe for the good Government of the Church ; 
but if he would inſinuate, (as that, if any thing, muſt be 
his deſign) that theſe Combinations of Biſhops are for the 
cxerciſe of Authority over their Collegues : this I abſolute- 
ly deny. They are to adviſe and conſult with each other, not 
as with Superior Governors, who are to determine them, and 


give Laws to them, but as with Friends and Collegues, of the 
: ſame Body and Communion ; as I expreſly affirm, Vindicat. 


P- 127. May not Biſhops meet together for common Ad- 
vice, without ereCting a Soveraign Tribunal, to determine 
all Controverſies, and make Eccleſiaſtical Laws, and im- 
poſe them upon their Collegues, without their own con- 
ſent 2 When though the leaſt, yet it may be the beſt and 
wiſeſt part of the Council are of another Mind: Is _ - 

It- 
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difference berween adviſing with cur Equals, and making 
them our Superiors 2 May it not be a very great ſault, and 
very near che guilt of Schiim, for a Biſhop without any 
cauſe, but meer humour and wilfulneſs, to reje& ſuch Rules 
and Orders of Diſcipline and Government, which are agreed 
by the unanimous confent of Neighbour-Biſhops, unleſs 
we give a Superior Authority to ſuch Synods over their 
'Collegues. ” | 

6. His next charge is, that z2he Collegue of Biſhops may 
grant unto ſome one Biſhop a Primacy, for the preſervation 
of Catholick Unity and Communion, who by a general con- 
ſent may be intruſted with a Superior Power of calling Sy- 
nods, receiving Appeals, and exerciſing ſome peculiar Aﬀs 
of Diſcipline under the Regulation of Eccleſiaſtical Canons. 
This Sentence he has made up of two places in my Book, 
above fifty Pages diſtant, p. 127 and 184, for he durſt 
not quote either of them entire, and therefore I ſhall be 
at the pains to tranſcribe them both, that the indifferent 
Reader may judge of them. Yind.p 127. There are theſe 


words, © This makes it highly reaſonable for Neighbour- 


« Biſhops, at as great a diſtance, as the thing is praQica= 
< ble with eaſe and convenience, as the Biſhopsof the ſame 
« Province, or of the ſame. Nation, to live together in a 
« ſtrict Aſſociation and Confederacy ; to meet in Synods, 
* and Provincial or National Councils, to order all the 
« Affairs of their ſeveral Churches by matual Advice, and 
&« to oblige themſelves'to the ſame Rules of Diſcipline and 
« Worſhip. This has been- the Praftice of the Church 
* from the very beginning, and ſeems to be the true O- 
* riginal of Archi-epiſcopal, and Metropolitical Churches, 
* which were fo early, that it is moſt probable, they had 
« their beginning in the Apoſtles Days : For though all 
« Biſhops have originally equal Right and Power in 
« Church Afﬀairs, yet there may be a Primacy of Order 
« granted to ſome Biſhops, and their Chairs by a general 
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*« conſent, and under the Regulation of Eccleſiaſtical Ca- 
«« nons, for the preſervation of Catholick Unity and Com- 
« munion, without any Antichriſtian Encroachments or U- 
« ſurpation on the Epiſcopal Authority. 
« For (as I proceed) This Combination of Churches 

« and Biſhops does not, and ought not to introduce a 
« direc Superiority of one Biſhop, or Church, over ano- 
«* ther ; or of ſuch Synods and Councils over particular 
« Biſhops : Every Biſhop is the proper Governour of his 
« own Dioceſs ſtill, and cannot be regularly impoſed on 
« againſt his conſent.------ If a Biſhop differ trom his Col- 
« legues, aſſembled in Synods, or Provincial Councils, or 
« one National, or Provincial Council differ from another, 
*« in Matters of Prudence, and Rules of Diſcipline, without 
« either corrupting the Faith, or dividing the Church, if we 
« believe St.Cyprian in his Preface to the Council of Carthage, 
« they ought not to deny him Communion upon ſuch ac- 
© counts, nor to offer any force to him in ſuch matters. 

In p. 184, I diſcourſed much to the fame purpoſe. 
« 'That for the Preſervation of Peace and Order in this 
« United Body, or Confederation of Neighbour-Churches, 
© oneor more Biſhops may by a general conſent be intruſt- 
* ed with a Superior Power of calling Synods, receiving 
« Appeals, and exerciſing ſome peculiar Ads of Diſcipline, 
«* under the Regulation of Eccleſiaſtical Canons,which is the 
« Power now aſcrib'd to Archbiſhops and Metropolitans. 

<« But yet, there cannot be one conſtitutive Eccleſia- 
* ſtical Regent Head in a National, much leſs in the Uni- * 
« verſal Church: not Monarchical, becauſe no one Biſhop 
© has an Original Right to Govern the reſt in any Nation, 
© and therefore whatever Power may be granted him by 
« conſent, yet it is not eſſential to the Being or Unity of the 
« Church, which is one, not by being united under one ſu- 
* perior governing Power, butby living in one Communion: 
* Not Ariſtocratical, becauſe every Biſhop being Supream 
») in 
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* jn his own Dioceſs, and accountable to Chriſt for his 
« Government, cannot, and ought not, ſo wholly to diveſt 
* himſelf of this Power, as to be in ail Calcs necellarily de- 
« termin'd, and over-ruled by the Major Vote, contrary to 
« his own Judgment and Conſcience-------- All the Biſhops 
« in a Nation, much leſs all the Biſhops in the World, can- 
«* not unite into ſuch a Colledge, as thali by a Supreme Au- 
« thority, govern all Biſhops and Churches, by a Major 
&* Vote, which is the forin of Ariſtocracical Government, 
*« and for the ſame Reaion, a National Church conſidered 
« 254 Church, cannot be under the Government of a De- 
« mocratical Head, for it the Colledge of Biſhops have not 
* this Power, much leſs has a mixt Colledge of Biſhops and 

* People. | 
Thus careful was I to ſecure the Epiſcopal Authority 
from ſuch Encroachments and Uſurpations, as it now groans 
under in the Charch of Rome ; from placing the Unity of 
the Church in ſuch a ſuperior governing Head, whether 
Primate or Synod ; and now let him make the beſt he 
can of this Primacy, which he ſhould have called a Primacy 
of Order, as 1 did, and not abſolutely a Primacy, which may 
fignifie a Primacy of Power and Anthority,which 1 poſitive- 
ly deny he has over any of his Collegues : In a Body -of E+ 
quals, though there is no Supericrity, there muſt be Order ; 
and therefore ſome One muſt have Authority to Convene 
the Aſſembly, and to preſide init, and if the Synod ſee fit, 
may in ſome Caſes be intruſted with a Superior Power of 
executing their Decrees, which involves nodire& Superio- 
rity over any of his Collegues. All that Iintended in theſe 
Diſcourſes, was to ſhew, what Power a National or Provin- 
cial Synod, Archbiſhops and Metropolitans might have, 
upon St. Cypriax's Principles, without encroaching upon 
the Original and Eſſential Rights of the Epiſcopacy ; and 
thoſe who will allow St. Cyprzar's. Principles, I believe will 
confeſs, that T have truly and fairly ſtated the Bounds of 
G pure 
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pure Eccleſiaſtical Authority : If Archbiſhops and Metro- 
politans have a greater Power than this, by the Conſtitu- 
tions and Laws of Princes, ſince the Church is incorporated 
into the State, that I meddle not with, for it is not a pure 
Eccleſiaſtical Authority, but muſt be accounted for upon 
other Principles. 

Well ! but I aſlert, that Catholick Communion is @ Dij- 
vine Inſtitution, aud then the Combination of Churches for 
Catholick Communion is Divine alſo; and thus National 
Churches, Archbiſhops, Metropolitans, Primates, are of 
Divine Inſtitution ; but had our Author tranſcribed the 
whole Sentence, every Reader would eaſily have ſeen, how 
little it is to his purpoſe : The words are theſe : The Patr:- 
archal or Metropolitical Church- Form is an Eccleſiaſtical Con- 
ſtitution, (and therefore certainly not an immediate Divine 
Inſtitution) though not therefore accidental (according to 
the Phraſe of my Diſſenting Adverſary,) but Catholick Com- 
munion is a Divine Inſtitution, and therefore the Combinations 
of Churches for Catholick Communion is Divine alſo, though the 
particular Forms of ſuch Combinations may be regulated and 
determined by Ecclefraſtical Prudence, which differs ſomewhat 
from what we call meer Humane Prudence; becauſe it is not 
the reſult of meer Natural Reaſon, but founded on, and accom- 
modated to a Divine Inſtitution. So that here is no Arch- 
biſhop, no Primate, no particular Forms of Combinations 
of Churches, of Divine Inſtitution ; they are Eccleſiaſtical 
Conſtitutions, which may be regulated and altered by Ec- 
cleſtaſtical Prudence; but Cathohck Communion is a Divine 
Inſtitution, and therefore that Biſhops and Churches ſhould 
unite, for the preſervation of Catholick Communion is 
Divine, though the particular Forms of ſuch Combinations 
may be determined by Eccleſiaſtical Prudence, which is ſome- 
what more Sacred than Humane Prudence, becauſe it is 
founded on, and accommodated to a Divine Inſtitution, T 
fuppoſe the Reader-is-by this time very well fatisfied about 
our 
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our Author's Juſtice in his Quotations,as the Prefacer ſpeaks. 

7, He obſerves, that I teach, that © a compliance with 
« the Order, Government, Diſcipline, and Worſhip, as 
« well as the Doctrine of the Catholick Church, is neceſ- 
« ſary to Catholick Communion. For all Clirriſtians and 
« Chriſtian Churches are but One Body, and are thereby 
« obliged to all Duties, Offices, and Ads of Chriſtian Com- 
© munion, which are conſequent upon ſuch a Relation. The 
« Catholick Church is one Body and Society, wherein all 
« the Members thereof have equal Right and Obligation 
« to Chriſtian Communion. This he puts all together as 
One entire Reaſoning, though the parts of it are above three 
hundred Pages diſtant, as he owns in the Margin, and be- 
long to very ditterent things, which is a very honeſt way 
of Quoting, by which means we may make any Author 
ſpeak what we pleaſe, as the Hiſtory of the Goſpel has 
been deſcribed in Yirgil's Verſe: The latter part of theſe 
words concern the Obligation of all Chriſtians to Catholick 
Communion, which, what it is, I have already explained : 
In the former part he would infinuate, that I make it 
neceſſary to Catholick Communion, that all Churches 
ſhould obſerve the ſame particular Orders, Forms of Go- 
vernment, Rites and Modes of Diſcipline and Worfhip $ 
and makes me give a very ſenſeleſs Reaſon for it, becauſe 
all Chriſtians and Chriſtian Churches are but one Body, and 
are thereby obliged to all Duties, Offices, and Aits of Chriſtian 
Communion, which are conſequent upon ſuch a Relation. As if 
Chriſtian Churches could maintain no Communion with 
each other, unleſs they uſed the ſame Liturgy, the ſame 
Rites and Ceremonies, and were all governed by the fame 
Eccleſiaſtical Canons ; whereas we know, that all Churches 
inall Ages,have had peculiar Liturgies, peculiar Ritesand Ge- 
remonies, peculiar Faſts andFeaſts,peculiar Canons,and Rules 
of Diſcipline of their own :- as there are in- many Caſes to 
this day in the Church of Rome, eſpecially among their Reli- 
gious Orders. | G 2 In 
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In the place from which he quotes theſe words, I was 
Vindicating the Terms of Communion in the Church of 
England to be truly Catholick: P. 392. There are theſe 
words : © For the Terms of our Communion are as Ca- 
«* tholickas our Church is; Dioceſan Epiſcopacy, Liturgies, 
* and Ceremonies, have been received in all Churches for 
* many hundred Years, and are the ſetled Conſtitution of 
« moſt Churches to this Day; and this 15 the Conſtitution 
« of the Church of England, and the Terms of our Commu- 
* nion ; and mult be acknowledged to be Catholick Terms, 
«* it by Catholick Terms he means, what has actually been 
* received by the Catholick Church. After much more 
of this Argument, I add the words he quotcs ; © That 
* though it be hard to determine, what is in its own na- 
« ture abſolutely neceſſary to Catholick Communion ; yet, 
« T can tell him de fads, what is, viz. a Compliance with 
« the Order, Government, Diſcipline, and Worſhip, as well 
« as the DoErine of the Catholick Church : He who will 
* not do this, muſt ſeparate from the Catholick Church, 
« and try it at the laſt day, who was 1n the right. Iam 
& content our Diſſenters ſhould talk on of unſcriptural 
« Terms of Communion, ſo they will but grant, that the 
& Church of England is no more guilty of impoſing unſcrip- 
& tural Terms, than the Catholick Church itſelf has al- 
* ways been, and when they have confidence enough to de- 
* ny this, I will prove it, and ſhall defire no better Vindica- 
« tion of the Church of England, than the Pratiſe of the Ca- 
* tholick Church. This 1s ſo plain, thatI need fay nothing 
more to explain it, that if we will live in Catholick Com- 
muntion, we muſt own Epiſcopacy, Liturgies, Ceremonies, 
which has been the ancient Government, Worſhip,Diſcipline, 
of the Church, and thoſe who upon pretence of.unſcrip- 
tural Terms, ſeparate from the Church of England, tor the 
fake of ſuch Catholick Practices, by the fame reaſon muſt 
have renounced the Communion of the beſt and pureſt, _ 

mo 
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moſt Catholick Churches ſince the Apoſtles days. But 
how far I ever was from thinking that the particular Rites 
and Modes of Worſhip muſt be the ſame in all Churches, 
and that there can be no Communion without this, any 
man may ſatisfie himſelf, who will be pleaſed to read fome 
few Pages in the Vindication, beginning at p. 372. where I 
ſhew how impoſſible it is to maintain Catholick Commu- 
nion, between diſtin Churches, without allowing of ſuch 
diverſity of Rites, which are, and always were praCtiſed in 
different Churches. 

Thus I have done with our Author's Quotations, and 
what Agreement there is between us, the Reader muſt judge. 
And now he pretends to draw up my Argument againſt the 
the Diſſenters, which he ſays proceeds upon Roman Catho- 
lick Principles : But I ſhall not trouble my ſelf to examine 
whether my Arguments againſt the Diſſenters were good or 
no, for I have no Diſpute with them now, and will have 
none ; but if they ever. were good, they are not Roman 
Catholick Principles, which make them ſo ; for I have no 
Roman Catholick Principle in all my Book. As for what 
he- ſo often triumphs in, the late King's Paper, IT tell him 
once forall, 1 will have no Diſpute with Kings ; but if he 
have any thing to fay, let him fetch his Arguments, whence 
he will, without alledging the King's Authority to make 
them good, and he ſhall have an Anſwer. 

And now from quoting , our Author falls to diſputing me 
1nto an Agreement, which methinks argues that we are not 
agreed, or at leaſt that I do not know we are; for what 
need of-diſputing, if as the Title of his Book ſays, we are a- 
greed already ; but however, the Diſpute is like to be but 
ſhort, and therefore we will patiently bear it. 

Now 7o trace us to St. Peter's Chair, he thus begins : For 
by their making the Catholick Church one Body, one Fouſhold, 
one Kingdom, or governed Society, that has a governing and 
governed part, they muſt neceſſarily be for a Catholick — 
chy, 
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chy, as what alone is a fit Government for ſo great a Body Po- 
[iick; that is, if the whole Church be one Body Politick, 
over which there muſt be one Supreme governing Head, 
then we muſt acknowledge the Authority of the Pope, or 
General Council, over the whole Church, which is a de- 
monſtration. But if we do not make the whole Church 
one ſuch Organiz'd Politick Body, but only one Commu- 
nion ( as it has appeared we donot ) then there is no ne- 
ceſlity of one Supreme Government over the whole Church, 
but it is ſufficient, if the Church be governed by Parts, by 
Biſhops, who have all equal Authority, but agree in the ſame 
Communion, and govern their particular Churches by com- 
mon Advice ; and in this caſe there is a governing, and a 
governed Part, but no one Supreme Head. And thus all 
his reaſoning is at an end, for deſtroy this one Principle, that 
the whole Catholick Church is one Politick, Organiz'd Bo- 
dy, with one Supreme Power over the whole, and there is 
an end of the Authority, both of Popes and General Coun- 
Cils. 

But he will not give up the Cauſe thus, for ſays he, Lee 
us therefore a little more clearly obſerve what theſe Church of 
England Clergy-men affirm, and we ſhall find their Notion a- 
bout Church-Government, exadlly formed according to the Ro- 
man Model. Well, Sir! watch us as narrowly as you can, 
and ſee the end of it. For (fays he) they ſay, there can be 
0 one Catholick Communion, without one Catholick Government : 
But what does he mean by oxe Catholick Government ? One 
ſuperior Power over the whole Catholick Church > And 
who ever ſaid this, and where 2 We ſay, that the Unity of 
the Epiſcopacy, or the Communion and good correſpon- 
dency of Biſhops, is neceſlary to preſerve Catholick Com» 
munion among their ſeveral Churches ; but we never faid, 
that one Catholick Government, or ſuperior Power over the 
whole Church, is neceſſary to this end. He proceeds: 4nd 
that Catholick Unity and Communion may be the more ſecurely 
Fre» 


ſome Proteſtant Principles, 8c. 


preſerved, the Combination of Churches, conſidered as pure Fc- 
cleftaſtical Societies, into Archiepiſcopal and National Churches 
z neceſſary : Not abſolutely neceſſary, but higily expedient ; 
but then our Author muſt remember withal, that theſe 
Combinations of Churches are not for a ſuperior Authority 
and Government over Biſhops, but only for mutual counſel 
and advice, and then let him make his beſt cf it. And fo 
he will make what he can of it, for he adds: Sos that the 
great end of the Combination of Dioceſan into Provincial and 
National Churches, is the preſerving Catholick Communion. 
Right! remember that, that it is tor Communion, not for 
Government, and all is well: Which cannot be, but by raifing 
the Combination higher, and extending it much farther, even 
unto Patriarchial, and at laft into one occumenical combined 
Charch, for this alone is commenſurate to Catholick Communion. 
Well! ſuppoſe then that all the Biſhops in the World could 
meet together for counſel and advice, as the Biſhops of a 
Province or Nation can, and had juſt ſuch an Oecumenical, 
as there are national Primates, what ſervice would this do 
the Church of Rowe £ For here is no Supreme Power all 
this while over the Univerſal Church, neither Pope nor Ge- 
neral Council: Here is no Oecumenical Paſtor, no Supreme 
Tribunal, which all the World is bound to obey. For as 


have already ſhewn, we do not make a Primate or Natio- - 
nal Synod, the conſtitutive Regent Head of a. National . 


Church, but only a great Council for mutual Advice; and 
therefore were there ſuch an Oecumenical Primate, and 
Oecumenical Council, yet it would as vaſtly differ from the 
Roman Model, as a Council for Advice, and a Council for 
Government ; as an Oecumenical Head and Paſtor, and 


the Preſident of an Oecumenical Council ; and the Church 


of Rome is at a very low ebb, if it can be contented with 
ſuch a Primate, and fuch a Council as this, which eſſentially 
differ from what the Councils of Coyſtance and Bafil them» 
ſelves attribute to Popes and Councils : But beſides _ - 
uch 
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ſuch an Occumenical combination of Biſhops and Churches 
cannot be, and there be no need of it to Catholick Commu- 
nion, then I ſuppoſe our Author will grant, that the Argu- 
ment from a National combination of Churches, and a Na- 
tional Primate, to an Oecumenical combination of Chur- 
ches, and an Occumenical Primate, is not good. 

I. Then this cannot be, and that for this plain Reaſon, 
becauſe all the Biſhops of the Chriſtian Church cannot meer 
together from all parts of the World, and it they could, 
they ought not to forſake their Churches for ſo long a time 
as ſuch a Journey, and ſuch a Confultation requires: But 
you'll fay, every Nation may ſpare ſome Biſhops, to ſend 
with full Authority to the Council, as the Repreſentatives 
of all the reſt. This I take to be next to a Moral Impol- 
ſibility ; Iam ſure it was never yet done ; there never was 
ſuch a Council, as had ſome Biſhops in it from all parts of 
the Chriſtian World. But ſuppoſe this could be done, theſe 
Biſhops, who meet in Council, could repreſent No-body 
but themſelves, and therefore can make no ſuch Decreces, 
as by their own Authority ſhall oblige all the other Biſhops, 
who were not preſent. For a Biſhop is not a repreſentable 
Perſon; he is the Supreme Governour in his own Dioceſs, 
and cannot, and ought not, to be impoſed on without his 


own conſent ; his Truſt and Office and Power is Perſonal, 


and fo is his account ; and therefore he can no more be re- 
preſented in a Council, than he can at the Day of Judgment : 
every Man's Conſcience and Soul muſt be in his own kee- 
ping ; and therefore can be repreſented by no Man. - Had 
the Repreſentatives of the Catholick Church, a Divine Au- 
thority, ſuperior to all particular Churches and Biſhops, to 
oblige them to ſtand to their Decrees, as the Church of 
Rome aſſerts a General Council has, then indeed ſome few 
Biſhops choſe by their National and Provincial Biſhops, to 
go to the Council, and to At as the Repreſentatives of 


{ach Churches, might have a plenary Authority to "_ 
an 
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and determine all Matters in Diſpute, whether relating to 
Faith, or Worſhip, or Diſcipline : Bur ſuch an Authority as 
this, he knows we abſolutely deny, and aſſert that Councils 
are only for mutual Advice, and can oblige no Biſhops with- 
out their perſonal aſſent, and this makes it ridiculous to 
talk of Repreſentatives, in giving and taking Advice,which 
is a perſonal A, and requires every Man's own Judgment, 
and his perſonal Aſſent. | 

E deny not but it may be of great Uſe for Chriſtian Prin- 
ces and Emperors, to ſ\ammon ſuch Councils as theſe, as 
Eoxſtantine and other ſucceeding Emperours did ; tor there 
was no ſuch thing, as what we call a General Council, till 
Conſtantine ſummoned the firſt Council at Nice. For Chri- 
ſtian Princes and Emperors are concerned to encourage and 
ſupport the true Chriſtian Faith and Worſhip; and they are 
as much concerned not to be miſguided in theſe Matters, 
which inſtead of Nurſing Fathers, may make them Perſecu- 
tors of the true Church : And toprevent this, they cannot 
take a better way, when the Church is divided by Schiſms 
and Hereſies, than to ſummon ſuch a great Council, where 
the Matters in Diſpute may be freely debated ; but I look 
upon theſe rather to be Councils of the Empire, than of the 
Church which have no other Authority, but what either 
the Imperial SanCtions give them, or what every Church - 
gives them, by receiving their Decrees : And it is evident 
from Eccleſiaſtical Story, that the bear Authority of theſe 
Councils never put an end to any one Diſpute, any farther 
than they were backed by the Imperial Power ; which isan 
Argument, that they did nor believe in thoſe days, fuch 
Councils to be Infallible, or to be the Supreme Tribunal of 
the Chriſtian Church. They were indeed Supreme Tri- 
bunals, when Princes made them fo, but not by any meer 
Eccleſiaſtical Authority and JuriſdiQtion : Tt then a Council 
of Biſhops be only for mutual Advice, and a Council for 
Advice requires the perſonal Preſence of a!l Biſhops, and 
though 
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though all the Biſhops of one Province, or one Nation, 
may conveniently enough meet together for Advice, yet 
all the Biſhops of the World cannot ; then I think it _is 
plain, that the conſequence from a National to an Oecume- 
nical Council, isnot good. Eſpecially, 

21y, Since there is no need of it to Catholick Communi- 
on. The Chriſtian Churches maintained a very ſtri& Al- 
liance and Communion with each other, for above Three 
Hundred Years without it : Catholick Communion was 
better preſerved then, than ever it has been ſince, which is 
a demonſtration, that ſuch a Supreme governing Power o- 
ver the whole Church is not neceſſary to Catholick Com- 
munion, for then Catholick Communion could never have 
been maintained without it ; and yet, thus it was in St. Cy- 
prian's days, who was as zealous an Aferter of Catholick 
Communion, as any before or ſince. 

In thoſe days, the Biſhops of Neighbour Churches fre- 
quently met together, to adviſe about the general concern. 
ments of the Church, and if any thing hapned, which con- 
cerned the Diſcipline of the whole Church, as it did in Saint 
Cyprian's days, about the caſe of the lapſed, and rebaptizing 
thoſe who had been baptized by Hereticks ; they ſent their 
Letters to Forreign Churches, and took their Advice about 
it, and by this means did more perfealy underſtand one a- 
nothers Judgments and Reaſons, and came toa better accord 
and agreement, than they could have done, had they met in 
a General Council, conſiſting only of ſome few Repreſenta- 

Maxime chm jampridem nobiſcum & ue Biſhops. : I am ſure by this 
cum omnibus omnino Epiſcopis in troto mun- INEATIS St. Cyprian ſay s, their Decrees 
- __ —_ -ayroy —_ no- were confirmed by all the Biſhops in 

Sl he avkle bla ——— the World ; and Optat us ſay s, that 
formatarum in uni communiouis ſocierate this Catholick Communion was 
4 6; cs maintained all the World over, by 

tormed and communicatory Letters : It ſeems, they did 
not think ten, that one governing Head was neceſſary 
| ... © 
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to Catholick Communion ; and therefore, though Catho- 
lick Communion does require the Union of Neighbour 
Churches into one combined Church, it does not require 
ſuch an Union and combination of all the Churches in the 
World. | | 

Thus I have particularly anſwered this Author's charge, 
excepting his vain Repetitions of the ſame cavils, withour 
giving any new force or ſtrength to them, and I think any 
ordinary Reader may ſee how far I am from ſetting up the 
Supreme Authority, either of Pope or General Council o- 
ver the Univerſal Church, and how impoſlible it is to graft 
ſuch conſequences upon my Principles, with any ſhew or 
pretence of Reaſon. 

And now as for his French Popery, let it be what it will, 
I am unconcerned in it, ſince I give no Supreme Authority 
neither to Pope nor General Council, and therefore neither 
agree with the /talian, nor Spaniſh, nor French, nor any Po- 
pery, of what denomination ſoever. But I muſt add a 
word or two about Petrus de Marca, becauſe it ſeems my 
Honeſty and Credit is very much concerned in this matter, 
ſo deeply, that no man ought ever to believe me more ; 
and though I ſuppoſe the Reader fees what credit he is to 
give to this Author, yet I muſt ſpeak at leaſt a good word 
tor my own honeſty : and to do that, I muſt give a brief 
account of the occaſion of my alledging the Authority of 
Petrus de Marca. 

I was. charged by my diſſenting Adverfaries, with a Caſ- 
fandrian deſign, for ſetting up, as they apprehended, the Au-_ 
thority of a General Council. For there is not one word 
which this Author has objeed againſt me, but what was 
before objeed by the Diſſenters, and anſwered in the Vin- 
dication, Now having ſhewn them their miſtake in this 
Charge, that I had aſſerted nothing which did inter the Au- 
thority of a General Council, as the Supreme Regent Head 
of the Catholick Church, I over and above ſhewed _ 
H 2 OW 
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how vain this Charge of Caſſandrian or French Popery was, 
though I had given ſuch an Authority to a General Coun- 
cil. For meerly to aſſert the Authority of a General Coun- 
cil, does not make any man a Papiſt of no fort whatſoever, 
unleſs he aſſert the Authority of the Pope : for though 
' there be ſome diſpute whoſe Authority is greateſt, the Popes 
or the Councils, yet no man 1s a Papiſt, who does not own 
the Pope to be the Supream and Oecumenical Paſtor; and 
thercfore I having expreſly difowned all Authority of the 
Pope or Biſhop of Rome, though I had owned the Authority 
of a General Council, I could be no Papilt, not ſo much as 
a Caſſandrian or French Papiſt. So that this is the thing I 
was to prove, that there is no Papiſt, but owns the Pope to 
be the Supreme Head of the Church, the Univerſal and 
Occumenical Paſtor. This I proved Caſſander did ; who 
aſſerts, That to the Unity of the Catholick Church, is required 
Obedience to One Supreme Governour, who ſucceeds Peter in 
the government of Chriſt's Church, and in the Office of feeding 
his Sheep-----and that it is evident from all the Records of the 
Church, that the chief Authority of the Univerſal Church has 
always been yielded. to the Biſhop of Rome, as Peter's Suc- 
ceſſor, who fits in his Chair. Thus I proved alſo of the 
Councils of Conſtance and Baſil, That though they decreed 
the Council to be above the Pope, yet they aſſerted the 
Popes Supreme Paſtorſhip. That al particular men and 
particular Churches, are bound to obey the Pope, unleſs in ſuch 
matters as are prejudicial to this holy Synod, or any other which 
is lawfully aſſembled ; as the Council of Baſil expreſly tea- 
ches. And this was all I undertook to prove of the French 
Church, That whatever Liberties they pretended, ſtill they 
owned the Pope to be the Supreme Paſtor and Head of the 
Univerſal Church; for which I appealed to Petrus de Marca. 
Let us then conſider what is my Fault, 

Our Author gives us an account, that the French Church 
teaches, as the Council of Baſil did, That though the Pope be 
greater 
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greater than particular Charches and Biſhops, yet he us uot 
greater than the whole Univerſal Church ; and that the Au- 
thority that is granted him in the Iuterval of Conncils---doth 
not in the leaf? ſuppoſe him to have any Superiority or Prehe- 
minence above the Univerſal Church : whence it wu, that when- 
ever from the Ecclefraſtical Courts in France, any References, 
Suggeſtions, or Conſultations, were made to the Pope, if the- 
Popes Reſcripts were contrary to the old Canons, the French 
always looked on it as abuſtve, and made an Appeal from the 
Pope, called Appellatio ab Abuſu, provoking him to the old 
Canons, Now he ſays, Dr. Sherlock is bold enough to deny 
all, and to bring no leſs perſon than the larned - Petrus de 
Marca for his Voucher. But where do I deny one word of 
this, or alledge Petrus de Marca's authority to prove it. 
had no occaſion to deny this ; for all that I was to prove 
was , that: the French Church did own the Pope to be 
the: Supream Head. and Governour of the Church, and 
that they did ſo, I proved from Petrus de Marca : Does 
not-then Petrus de Marca ſay, what I charge him with ? 
Yes, that he owns: What is my fault then > Why truly, 
only that I fay, that Petrus de Marca wrote in defence of the 
Liberties of the Gallican Church : and is not this the Title of 
his Book? De Concordia Sacerdotii & Imperii, ſea de Li- 
bertatibus Eccleſia Gallicana : Of the Agreement of the 
Prieſthood and the Empire, or of the Liberties of the Gal- 
lican Church, Yes, this he grants ; but the Archbiſhop 
was perſwaded to add this. Title by the Bookſeller, to 
make it ſell the better :- and I ought to have known for 
all this, if 1 had looked any farther than Titles and Mar- 
gins, that he wrote againſt the Liberties of the Gallicas 
Church ; and will he fay, that I ought to have ſaid fo too 2 
That had been a great piece of modeſty indeed, as great as 
it is1n this Author, whoever he be, I am.ſure: very incon- 
ſiderable, in compariſon of this great man, to charge him 
with down-right Knavery. 

| For 
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For my part, I am of that mind ſtill, that the Arch- 
biſhop , who was as great a Man as that Age bred, did 


firmly believe, that he had truly ſtated the Liberties of 


the Gallican Charch, though he diftered from ſome, who 
had ſtretched thoſe Liberties very 


Regis nomine imperatur, ut adverſus hunc li- much, to the prejudice of the Ro. 
bellum (Oprtarti Galli) ſcribat, ſed ea metho- gygay See ; which the King himſelf 


do, ne libertates Ecclefiz Gallicanz, quas per 
Jatus non occulte petebar Opratus,al1quam pa- 


expreſſed his ſenſe of, when he im- 


rerentur injuriam 3 quinimo jd ſedulo agerer, poſed that task on him of writin g 


ur omnes intelligerent, libertates 11Jas nihil "E> , 
detrahere de reverentia, quz debetur Roma- this Book, for he char ged him to 


nz ſedi, quam prz cun&is ſemper nationibus take Care, that the Gallican Liber- 
Galli conftantifſime retinuerunt. Baluz, vita tjeg might ſuffer no Injury, and 


Petr. de Mar. 


Agreement, 
Pe 33» 


that he ſhould let all men ſee, that 
theſe Liberties did not diminiſh that Reverence, which the 
French have moſt conſtantly maintained for the” Roman See 
above all other Nations ; from whence alſo we may obſerve, 
that the SubjeAt he was to write on by the King's Com- 
mand, were the Gallican Liberties, which was therefore a 
proper Title for his Book, though he was unwilling to have 
given it that Title for fear of offending the Court of Rome, 
as it accordingly hapned; and he was to-take. care fo to 
aſſert the Gal/lican Liberties, as not to detract, from that 
Reverence, which the French Church, as the King affirms, 
has always paid to the Roman See. This Province he un- 
dertook, and diſcharged to the abundant fatisfaction of that 
King, who employed him, who was jealous enough of the 
Gallican Liberties, as far as they were conſiſtent with the 
Reverence of the Apoſtolick See : but this Work was not 
ſo well reliſhed at Rowe; for as the King rewarded him 
with a Biſhoprick for it, ſo the Court of Rowe kept him out 
of it for ſeveral Years 3 and one would gueſs by this Uſage 
he met with at Rome, that they had a very jealous eye 
- theſe Gallican Liberties, even as De Marca had ſtated 
tnem. 
But our Author obſerves that Baluzzzs, who wrote De 
Marca's 
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Marca's Life, poſitively affirms, that none among#t the French, 

20, nor amongFft the Spaniſh and Italian did more eloquently, 

and with greater Authority of the Ancients, exalt the Roman 

Chair to a greater height than De Marca did. This Balu- 

zius does not fay ſo abſolutely as our Author reports, but _ 
adds a Qualification, which he out of his great ExaQneſs in 

quoting, thought fit to leave out, wiz. gui modo intralimi- 

tes equi conſtiterit, that no man who kept within the bounds 

of Equity and Moderation; ever exalted the Authority of the 

Roman Biſhop more : which argues, that De Marca did not 

fly fo high, as ſome Flatterers of the Romax Greatneſs have 

done, but yet gave him as great Power as any man could 

honeſtly give him; and this I hope he might do without 
betraying the Ga/lican Liberties. Tho' as Ba/uziys obſerves, ofndic ta- 
the Romans, whoſe Ears are very tender in ſuch matters, _ quis Cre- 
could not bear the Title of his Book of the Liberties of the CO 
Gallican Church, for they ſuſpeted, that he muſt be an Ene- ingenia, nul- 
my to the Eccleſiaſtical Liberties,who wrote profeſſedly for 72m ob 
the Liberties of the Gallican Church, which he brands with a Marca exiſti- 
proh nefas ! asa thing ridiculous and abſurd. | —— 


operis admanerirt, .hic agi de libertatibus eccleſiz Gallicanz. Unde Romanis (quorum aures te- 
neritudine quadam plus rrahuntur— ) promptum fuit fibi perſuadere, illum libertari ecclefiafti- 
cz advcrfari, qui de libcrtatibus eccleſiz Gallicane ( proh nefas! ) agebat ex profeſſo. Baluz. 
in vita Petri de Marca, Þ. 9. | Th 


In the fame place, Baluzius falls ſeverely upon” Paget, 
who alſo wrote the Life of De Marca,. for making him a 
Deſerter and Betrayer of the Ga/lican Liberties : He gives 
an account of the Roman Arts, to periwade him to condemn 
ſome parts ot his Book, and to-inſinuate, that the Miſtakes 
of that Book of Concord were not owing to his own Will 
and Choice, but to the importunate Commands and Am- 
bition of others; this Condition he abſolutely refuſed, tho 
it was propoſed by Cardinal Barberini as the eaſieſt Expe- 
dient to obtain a diſpatch of his Afairs at Rowe. This he 
was frequently ſolicited to, and as conſtantly refuſed, firmly 


reſolving while he was in health rather to renounce all 
Right 
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Right and Claim to his Biſhoprick, than remit any of the 
Priviledges of the Gallicay Church, till at laſt they taking 
advantage of a great fit of Sickne(s, when his Mind might 
be ſuppoſed as weak as- his Body ; he- ſubſcribed a Paper, 
wherein he recanted every thing in-his Book, which was 
contrary to the Ecclefiaſtical Juriſdiction and Immunity, as 
it was taught by the Charch of Rome : an account of which 
Baluz, gives us in his Lite, p. 16, 17. From whence it ap- 
pears, that though De Marca did not ſo much depreſs the 
Pope, nor extend the Gallican Liberties, as ſome French 
Lawyers had done, yet he honeſtly and ſincerely main- 
tained with conſtancy and reſolution (excepting this ſub- 
{cription in his ſickneſs,) againſt all the Arts and Solicita- 
tions of the Church of Rome, what he thought to be the 
true Liberties of the Ga/lican Church ; and this ſurely was 
reaſon enough for me to ſay, (as he himſelf ſays in the Title 
of his Book, and as the French King, and the Court of 
Rome thought he did) that he wrote for the Liberties of the 
Ga/lican Church, how our Author will defend himſelf for 
ſaying, that he wrote againſt them, with any modeſty and 
reverence for the Honeſty, Learning and Judgment of that 
great Man, he had beſt conſider : I cannot pretend to under- 
{ſtand the Gallican Liberties fo well, as to ſay, who is in the 
Right ; butT would ſtill prefer the Judgment of De Marca, 
who was both a great Lawyer and a great Divine, before 
any of his Adverſaries. 

And yet I was not concerned to judge of this matter, 
whether De Marca or the Pragmaticks were 1n the right, 


where they differ from each other ; all that I alleadged 


his Authority for, as T obſerved before , was to- prove, 
that the Ga/lican Liberties did not exclude the Authority 
of the Pope, as Chriſt's Vicar, and St. Peter's Succeſſor in 
the Government of the Church. This is what the Coun- 
cil of Bafil it ſelf owns ; and to deny it, would be an Ec- 


cleſiaſtical Liberty with a witneſs, but not a Popiſh, but a 
Pro- 
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Proteſtant Liberty. This is my Crime, which he fays, 
Ought to be a caution to all Readers, how they take up any 
thing upon truft from me ; and though I have done nothing 
to forfeit my Credit yet, I do not deſire any Readers ſhould 
truſt me, bur ſee with their own Eyes; and if they would 
ſerve us all fo, I know what would become of ſuch Writers 
as this Author. And he wiſhes it may be a means to engage 
me to more modeſty, and an abatement of my contemptuous way 
of writing (if 1 write any more) for the time to come. 1 
perceive he thought, this diſcovery would have broke my 
heart for ever; but I have ventured to write once more, 
and may do fo again, and very modeſtly too, when I meet 
with modeſt Adverſaries. Ithank God I contemn no man 
living, but it 1s a little in my nature to-contemn Knavery 
and Nonſence; and therefore if our Author taſts a little of 
it ſtill, I muſt beg his pardon, for I cannot helpit. As for 
what follows, I have nothing to fay to it, it is all a Diſpute 
againſt the Pope's Supremacy, which I like very well; ofily 
I wonder, if he be in good earneft, why the Oath of Supre- 
macy ſhould ſtick in his teeth. T have only one Requeſt 
to him, to tell me, which was the Infallible Council, rhat of 
Bafil, or Trent : for the firſt ſubje&ts the Pope to a Council, 
the laſt makes him ſuperior to it ; andit were very ſtrange, 

if Contradiftions ſhould be Infallible, | 
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The Neceſſuy of Agreement between the 
Church of England and the Church of 
Rome, Cc. 


B* I proceed to Anſwer his Second Settion of 


the Agreement between the two Churches about ſome 

of their impoſed Terms of Communion, I ſhall in a 
tew words rid my hands of that terrivſe Appendix which 
the Prefacer aſcribes to another Author, to prove the Neceſ- 
fity of an Agreement between the Church of England axd the 
Church of Rome, evidenced from the Nature and Conſtita- 
tion of a National Church, Epiſcopally Eſtabliſhed. Thus firſt 
they prove, that we are agreed, and then they prove, that 
there is a neceſſity we ſhould agree: But what need to 
prove that we muſt agree, did they believe, that we were 
already agreed ? So that this Appendix 1s indeed a confuta- 
tion of the Book which he entitles, 4» Agreement between 
the Church of England and Church of Rome: Whereas this 
proves, that of neceſſity we ought to agree, if we will be 
true to our Principles; which ſuppoſes, that whatever our 
Principles are, we are not yet agreed. How well he has 
proved our Agreement, I have already ſhewn, and now 
fall briefly examine how he provesour Neceſſity of Agree- 


ment. 
But 
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But I muſt obſerve by the way, that though the Pre- 
facer does aſcribe this learned Piece to another Author, 
yet he has concealed the true Father : His other Author 
1s a good Roman Catholick, who. diſputes in good earneſt 
from the Subordination of Paſtors in the Church , to prove 
the Supremacy of an Oecumenic or Univerſal Paflor ; but the 
true Author was an Independent Proteſtant, from whom 
this honeſt Romaniſt borrows every Argument, and almolt 
every word, excepting ſuch little variations-as a Papiſt mult 
of neceſſity make in an Independent's Writing , without 
ever confeſling his Benefator, or owning from whence he 
had it. The Title cf the Book is, The Catholick Hierarchie, 
or the Divine Right of a Sacred Dominion in Church and Con- 
ſcience, truly Stated, Aſſerted, and Pleaded. Printed for 
Sam. Crouch at the Princes Arms in Pope's-Head- Alley in 
Cornhil, and Tho. Fox at the Angel in Weſtminſter-hall,168T. 
In the 14th Chapter of which Book, p. 76. being a Digref- 
fron concerning the Subordination of Paſtors , whoever has 
the curioſity may find this entire Treatiſe of the Neceſſity 
of Agreement between the Church of Exg/and and the Church 
of Rome, onely with this difference, that the Independent 
diſputes againſt the Subordination of Paſtors by this ve- 
ry Argument, That the Aſſerting the Subordination of Pa- 
ftors in the Church, doth by all good conſequence infer the Su- 
premacy of an Oecumenical or Univerſal Paſtor. 

This Popiſh Plagiary takes his Book, and makes a quite 
contrary uſe of it, to prove from the Subordination of 
Paſtors, which is and ought to be in the Church, as the 
Church of England owns, the neceſſity of owning an Oe- 
cumenical Paſtor, they both indeed diſpute againſt the 
Church of England, but the firſt Author diſputes for In- 
dependency, the Plagiary for Popery. Now why might 
not the Independent, had he not had more Wit than his 
Tranſcriber, have entitled his Chapter, The Neceflity of 
Agreement between the Church of England and _— 

[ 2 ents, 


62 | A Vindication of 
dents, becauſe they both agree in rejecting an Oecumeni- 
cal Paſtor, and therefore ought to agree in rejecting the ſub- 
ordination of Paſtors, which infers an Oecumenical Paſtor ; 
as well as this Author-calls it, A Neceſſity of Agreement 
between the Church of England and Church of Rome, becauſe 
they both agree in the Subordination of Paſtors, and there- 


fore,as he thinks, ought to agree in an Oecumenical Paſtor : 


Nay, he had but ſerved his Independent Author right, had 
he ſtiled it, The Neceffity of Agreement between the /z- 
dependents, and the Church of Rome, becauſe they both agree 
in this Principle, that it there be a Subordination of Paſtors, 
there ought to be an Oecumenical Paſtor, which is the near- 
eſt Popery of any Principle I know; for there isnothing to 
be done in order to this Agreement, bur to prove a Subordi- 
nation of Paſtors, which is a thouſand times eaſier, than to 
make good that Conſequence from a Subordination of Pa- 
ſtors, to an Oecumenical Paſtor. | 
But let this Author make the beſt he can of his Inde- 
pendent Arguments, and call his Book what he pleaſes, 
my buſineſs is only to ſhow, that there is no neceſſity for 
thoſe, who acknowledge a Subordination of Paſtors, to ac- 
knowledge an Oecumenical Paſtor : And betore I conſider 
his Reaſons in particular,I fhall makeſhort work with them, 
and confute themaltogether. The Querie- he propoſes to 
diſcuſs,which he has tranſcribed verbatimtrom his Indepen« 
dent Author, is this : | 
Agreement, Whether the aſſerting of the Subordination of Paſtors in 
K- - OPT the Church, doth not by all good conſequence, neceſſarily infer 
Hierarchy, the Supremacy of an Oecumenic or Tniverſal Paſtor. Now 
B47 my exception againſt this , and conſequently againſt all 
his Arguments, whereby he proves this, is, that I will at- 
low of no Conſequences to prove an-Inſtirution. No man 
can have the Authority of an Univerſal Paſtor , unleſs 
Chriſt has given it him ; and therefore unleſs Chriſt have 
appointed ſuch an Univerſal Paſtor, there can be none ; 
an 


1 
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and to prove by conſequence, that Chriſt: has appointed 
ones, when no ſach Inſtitution appears, is ridiculous. Sup- 
poſe then, there were as much reaſon for the Supremacy of 
an Oecumenical Biſhop over all the Biſhops in the World; as 
there is for the Superiority of Biſhops over Presbyters,which 
i5 all the Subordination of Paſtors, that we allow, of which 
more preſently ; yet at moſt this can onely prove, that there 
ought to be an Occumenical Biſhop, and that Chriſt ought 
to have appointed one ; but it don't provethat there is one: 
And therefore he, who believes that the Superiority of Bi- 
ſhops over Presbyters is an Apoſtolical Inſtitution, but can 
find no ſuch Inſtitution of an Univerſal Biſhop, can never 
be forced by any reaſon'or conſequence,to own ſuch anUni- 
verſal Biſhop. We own the Subordination of Presbyters 
to Biſhops, not from Reaſon, but Inſtitation ; and does it 
then hence follow, that we muſt own the Supremacy of an 
Univerſal Biſhop, for ſome pretended Reafons without an 
Inſtitution 2 What is matter of-Inſtitution depends wholly 
upon the Divine Will and Pleaſure ; and though all men 
will grant, that God and Chriſt have always great reaſon 
for their Inſtitutions, yet it is not the Reaſon, but the Au- 
thority which makes the Inſtitution: Though we do not 
underſtind rhe Reaſons of the Inſtitution, 1f we fee the 
Command, we muſt obey ; and though we could fancy 
a great many reaſons why there ſhould be ſuch an Toftt- 
tution, if no ſuch Inſtitution appears} we are free, and 
ought not to believe there is fuch an Inſtitution, becauſe 
we think there are reaſons to be afſigned why it ſhould 
be: And thus in our caſe , though we could not ſhew 
why Chriſt ſhould inſtitute the Apoſtolical Office and 
Power (to which ordinary power Biſhops ſucceed) ſupe- 
riour to Presbyters', and not inſtitute an Oeccumenical 
Paſtor ſuperiour to all Biſhops ; though we 'ſhould fancy 
that there is as much reaſon for the one as there is for 
tother, yet if there appear to be an Inſtitution of the Su- 
periority 
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periority of Biſhops over Presbyters, and no Inſlituticn 
of an Occuinenical Paſtor, we may fafely own what is in- 
ſtituted, and deny what is not inſlituted, what ever pa- 
rity of reaſon there is between them. And this, I think, 
plainly ſhews, that the Church of England may own the 
Superiority of Biſhops over Presbyters, and yet deny any 
ſuch Officer as an Oecumenical Paſtor, becauſe there is an 
Inſtitution of one, and not of the other. 

But that our Author (if we may call a notorious Plagt- 
ary ſo) may not complain, that we will nor hear him, 1 
ſhall briefly examin, what he fays. 

He begins with explaining what is meant by Church, 
by ſubordination of Paſtors, and by an Oecumenical Paſtor. 

r. As for the firſt, he diſtinguiſhes between a Church 
and the Church ; 4 Church is any particular Church ; The 
Church belongs to the Catholick Church. onely. Why fo? is 
not a Church,though it be a particular Church,the Church 
of England, the Church of France, the Church of Spain > 
The Church of England 1s not the Univerſal Church, no 
more than the Church, of Rome, but it is the Church of Eng- 
land : But what he would make of this, I cannot well guels. 
He ſays, Men are frighted into Conformity to the impoſitions 


.of any " ariel Church, «upon ſuppoſition that they are the 


Laws of the Charch, 1. e. the Catholick Church, as the People 
do for the mos? part believe : But I perceive he thinks, that 
our People in ExgAtnd are as filly as they are in ſome other 
places 3 but we tell them, and every body of common 
ſence underſtands without telling, that when we in Exg/and 


.exhort them to obey the Laws of the Church, we mean 
.onely the Laws of the Church of England; and he ought 


firſt to have proved, that every National Church has not 


power to give Laws to her own Members, before he had 


repreſented this as ſuch a meer Scare-crow ; tor his diſtin- 
tion between A and The Church, does nor prove that 
a Church, or every particular National or Dioceſan Qhurch, 


it 
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if he pleaſes, has not Authority over -her own Members. 
This he himſelf dares not deny, and therefore diſtinguiſhes 
between obeying a Church, as the Church, and as a Church ; 
but though we do grant a diftercnce between the Univer- 
ſal and a Particular Church, yet before he had run down 
the Authority of particular Churches, he ought to have 
proved ſuch a Superior Authority in the Univerſal Church, 
to which all particular Churches muſt be Subordinate --Bur 
here his Author failed him, and therefore he muſt of neceſ- 
ſity fail his Readers. 

2. By Subordination of Paſtors he underſtands the ſtand- 
zng of ſeveral men in diſtin Orders; or Degrees of Office, one 
pe another, or under another in Subordinate Ranks. This 
he applies to Patriarchates, National, Provincial, Dioce- 
ſan, Churches; the Romaniſts he ſays never /top 4111 they ar- 
rive at the mo## Catholick Viſible Church and Paſtor in the 
World, 1. e. an Oecumenical Paſtor: The Proteſtant Pre- 
lates and Doftors (who go not Dr. Sherlock's way) do ſay, 
that there are no degrees of Subordination in the aſcending part, 
above a National Church and Paſtor. I have already de- 
fended my way, which this Author, I find, knows nothing, 
of, no more than he does what is the ſence of Proteſtant 


Prelates in this matter : and therefore I muſt tell him, that - 


though we do own a Subordination of Presbyters to Bi- 


ſhops, yet we own no Subordination of one Biſhop to ano-- 


ther, but do aſlcrt with St. Cyprian, That all Biſhops have 


originally the fame Authority and Power : what the mear-- 


ing is of Metropolitical and National Combinations of 
Churches, and how far we are from ſetting up a National 
Supream Paſtor with a kind of a National I»fa/libility, as he. 
infinuates, I have ajready ſhewn at large: Though T think 


there never was a more ſenceleſs Suggeſtion,that no Church. 
can exerciſe any Authority and Juriſdifion, - nor puniſh the. 


Difobedient, without pretending to Infallibility, which would. 
overthrow all Governmeat in the World, unleſs —_— 
an 
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and Pareits, and Maſters be Infallible-too: And the reaſon 
he gives of it is as abſurd to the tull ; that its the. moF? une 
juſt and unreaſonable thing in the World for me to pretend 
to force awother to believe and prafliſe that which I am not 
aſſured to be truth : As if no man could be certain of any 
thing without Infallibility. Now all his Arguments pro- 
ceeding upon this Miſtake, that we own a Superiority of 
one Biſhop over another., that Biſhops own Obedience 
and Subje&ion to Archbiſhops and Primates, and they to 
Patriarchs ; whereas we own no ſuch thing , but teach, 
that all Biſhops are equal, as I have already explained it ; 
and that theſe combinations of Biſhops into Archiepiſco- 
pal and National Churches, are not for direct a&ts of Go- 
vernment and Superiority over each other, but for mu- 
tual Advice and Counſel : All his Arguments from the Su- 
periour Power of Archbiſhops, Metropolitans, and Patri- 
archs, to prove that there muſt be an Univerſal Paſtor, fall 
with it. | 

3- By an Oecumenic Paſtor, he means the Univerſal Yi- 
fable Ruling Head of the Catholick Organized Church Mili- 
tant. This is eaſily underſtood ; the only difficulty is to 
prove, that the Catholick Church is ſuch an organized body, 
as muſt have an univerſal viſible ruling Head. | 

And thus 1 come to his Reaſons, whereby he proves, 
that the Subordination of Paſtors in the Church, does necef- 
_ infer the Supremacy of an Oecumenic or Univerſal 
Paſtor. - 

1. His firſt Argument is, that there 7s the ſame Poli- 
tick Reaſon for an Univerſal Paſtor, that there is for any ſub- 
ordinate Paſtor, that hath Paſtors ſubjefled unto him. Now 
ſuppoſe this were true, we do not found the original right 
of Government, of ſuperiority and ſubje&tion between 
the Paſtors of the Church, upon any politick Reaſons, but 
only upon Inſtitution ; and therefore though the politick 
Reaſons were the ſame, if the Inſtitution be not the _ 
that 
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chat makes an eſſential difterence, and ſpoils all the Argyu- 
ments from a parity of Reaſon. 

The only Subordination we allow of, is the Subordina- 
tion of Presbyters to therr Biſhops, and that we found on 
an Apoſtolick Inſtitution, and if we will ſpeak in the An- 
cient Language, this is not the Subordination of one Pa- 
ſtor to another : for none were called the Paſtors of the 
Church in Sr. Cypriar's days but Biſhops, who are the Apo- 
ſtles Succeſſors, to whom Chriſt intruſted the care of feed- 


1ng his Sheep. For though Presbyters are intruſted with 


the care of the Flock, yet they are not compleat Paſtors, 
becauſe they are under the direftion and government of 
their Biſhop in the Exerciſe of their Miniſtry, and accord- 
ing to /grativs his Rule muſt do nothing without him : 
but Biſhops are the Supream Governours and Paſtors of 
their particular Churches, and we allow of no Subordina- 
tion of Biſhops, that is, of Paſtors, to each other. This 
our Tranſcriber was ſenſible of, and therefore here he leaves 
his Copy : The Independent Author gives his fr inſtance 
in a Dioceſan Biſhop ruling his Pariſh Prieſts or Parochial Pas» 
flors, the chief end of the ſaid Biſhop being Furiſdiftion, de- 
termination of Eccleftaſtical Cauſes, regulation and ordination 
of his Clergy, unity, order, uniformity. Now our Popith 
Tranſcriber was ſenſible, chat there was not ſuch a Subor- 
dination between Biſhops, as there is of Presbyters to Bi- 
ſhops, and therefore he changes a Dzoceſan Biſhop into a Pro- 
vincial Paſtor ruling his Dioceſan Biſhops, and regulation and 
ordination of his Clergy 1nto regulating Abuſes, and Conſecras 
tion of Biſhops. So that he was conſcious to himſelf, that 
there is not the fame politick reaſon for the Subordination 
of Biſhops to each other, that there 1s for the Subordination 
of Presbyters to their Biſhops, which is the onely Subordt- 
nation we own ; and thus I might diſmiſs his firft Argue 
menr. 
But is there not a Subordination of Biſhops to Arche 
k biſhops 
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biſhops allowed and practiſed in the Charch of England, 
and interwoven with the Conſtitution of it; and it chis 
be thought neceſſary to the unity and good government 
of a National Church, is there not greater need for a princi- 
pium unitatis © regimins, a principle of unity and govern- 
ment in conjoyning many National Churches in one Patriarchal, 
or all in one Oecumenic, as for uniting Provincials in one Pri- 
mateſhip, or for ſubjefting Dioceſans to their reſpettive Provin- 
cials This is the whole force of the Argument, which [ 
have ſufficiently anſwered already, but ſhall briefly conſi- 
der it again. 

x. Then I obſerve, that whatever ſuperiority or jurif- 
diction Archbiſhops challenge over Biſhops, it is but a Hu- 
mane Inſtitution; for all Biſhops, with reſpe&t to the ort- 
ginal Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy, are equal : and therefore 
the ſuperiority of Archbiſhops over Biſhops cannot prove, 
that Chriſt has appointed a Supream Paſtor over the whole 
Church, and all the Biſhops of it ; for Chriſt has not made 
an Archbiſhop ſuperiour to a Biſhop, much leſs a Pope ſupe- 
riour to them all. So that at moſt, it they proceed upon this 
Argument, they muſt quit all pretence to a Divine Right, 
and confeſs the Pope to be as very a Humane Creatureas an 
Archbiſhop is, and then we know what to fay to them. 

2. For the Being and Authority of Archbiſhops, and 
conſequently of ſuch an Oecumenical Biſhop, is not ne- 
ceſſfary and eſſential to the Unity of the Church, as no 
Humane Inſtitution can be: Chriſt Inſtituted his Church, 
which is but one Church, without Archbiſhops and Metro- 
politans, and conſequently without an Oecumenical Bt- 
ſhop, and therefore they cannot be neceſſary to the Unity 
of the Church. For if Chriſt inſtituted this one Church 
in a parity of Biſhops, it muſt be one without ſuch a ſu- 
periority, as is onely of Humane Inſtitution. The Church 
cannot be one without the eſſential principle of Unity, and 
if an Occumenical Paſtor be this eſſential principle of U- 
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nity, then either he muſt be appointed by Chriſt, and fo 
his Inſtitution does not reſult from a parity of reaſon with 
the Archiepiſcopal and Patriarchal Authority, which were 
not Inſtituted by Chriſt, and then this Argument 1s loſt ; 
or elſe Chriſt Inſtituted one Church without the eſſential 
principle of Unity, which is as great an abſurdity as to ſay, 
that there can be one Church without a principle of Unity. 
3- As the Archiepiſcopal and Patriarchal Authority is 
originally of Humane Inſtitution, fo it 1s plain, that be- 
fore the Church was incorporated into the State, and it 
may be ſome time aſter, it did not give a diret Autho- 
rity and juriſdiftion to one Biſhop over another : For 
St. Cyprian, who was a Primate himſelf, difowns ſuch an 
an authority, as makes them Biſhops of Biſhops ; and in 
St. Ferome's time the Biſhop was the higheſt Order in the 
Church; and of what Place foever they were Biſhops, they 
were all Equal, which is a contradiCtion, if one had a direct 
ſuperiority over another-; and therefore ſuch Combinations 
of Biſhops (as I have often obſerved) were not eſſential to 
the Unity of the Church,but were a good prudential means 
to maintain a ſtri& alliance between Neighbour-Biſhops, 
was very uſeful for mutual advice and council ; gave great 
authority to Church-Diſcipline, when every particular Bi- 
ſhop, though he had the ſupreme Authority in his own 
Church, yet did mot aCt meerly upon his own Head, but 
with the conſent and advice of the whole Province, or Pa- 
triarchate, which confirmed the Authority of every Biſhop, 
when thoſe, who were duly cenſured by rheir Biſhop, ſaw 
it in vain to complain to other Biſhops , who all obſerved 
the ſame Rules of Diſcipline : and an Archbiſhop or Pri- 
mate was very neceſlary in ſuch Combinations, not for U- 
nity and Government, but for Order, as-it is in all other 
Bodies and Societies of Men: at leaſt not for any atts of 
Government over their Fellow-Biſhops, but ſuch as did be- 
long in common to them all, as ordaining Biſhops for va- 
| K 2 cant 
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cant Sees, or compoſing ſuch Differences as the ſingle Au-- 
thority of the Biſhop could not compoſe in his own Diocels, 

4. I readily grant, that ſince the Church is Incorpora- 
ted into the State, Archbiſhops and Metropolitans have 
a greater and more dire& Authority over their Collegues, 
as far as the Canons of the Church confirmed by the Su- 
preme National Authority extend : but whatever is more 
than I have now explained, 1s not a pure Eccleſiaſtical Au- 
thority., but a- mixt Authority derived trom the Civil 
Powers, and'this may be greater or leſs, as the Civil Powers 
pleaſe. All compuliory Jurifdiction muſt be derived from 
the Civil Powers, becauſe the Clurch has none of her own, 
and, when the Church is 4ncorporated into the State, as it is 
very fitting, that the Eccleſiaſtical Authority ſhould be'en- 
forced by the Civil Authority, ſo thoſe, who have the ex» 
erciſe of this Ecclefiaſtical Authority, ſeem the fitteſt per-- 
ſons to be entruſted with ſuch a Civil Juriſdiction, as is 
thought convenient to. give force to it : which is the true 
original of that mixt Authority, which the Biſhops and 
Archbiſhops now exerciſe by the Canons of the Church,and 
the Laws of the Land. 

But though this juſtifies the Archiepiſcopal or Metro- 
political Authority over a National Church, yet it is a de- 
monſtration, : that there can be no ſuch Qecumenical Pa- 
ſtor, as there is a National Archbiſhop, unleſs we could 
find an Univerſal Monarch too, as well asa King of Eng- 
land, of France or Spain ; for otherwiſe, whence ſhould 
this Univerſal Paſtor derive his Oecumenic Authority, un- 
leſs there be an Univerſal Prince 2 Meerly conſidered as a 
Biſhop, he has no Superiority or Juriſdid&ion over any of 
his Collegues or Fellow-Biſhops; and he can never have 
ſuch a Juriſdiction over the Univerſal Church, as a Metro- 
politan has overa National Church, unleſs there be an Uni- 
verſal King to give this Univerſal Authority to him, as 
there is the King of England, of France, or Spain, to _ 
ſuch 
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ſuch a National Authority to their Patriarchs and Primates: 
Whereas the Pope of Rome 1s fo far from deriving his Au- 
thority from Secular Princes, that he challenges a Superiour 
Authority over them and their Subjects in their own Do- 
minions : Which ſhews how ſenſeleſs it ts to infer the Au» 
thority of an Univerſal Biſhop or Paſtor from the Autho- 
rity of a National Primate, becauſe they cannot derive their 
Authority the ſame way, there being no Univerſal Monarch 
to give him ſuch Authority ; and the Biſhop of Rome, who 
alone challenges this Univerſal Paſtorſhip, is ſo far from 
owning ſuch a Title to it, that he aſſumes an Authority o- 
ver Soveraign Princes. And therefore though it may be. 
pardonable in an Zrdependent to uſe ſuch-an Argument for 
the Pope's Authority, I know not how our Popiſh Plagiary 
will come off with it; for it effecually overthrows all pre- 
tences to a Papal Supremacy, to derive-it from. no higher 
Principle than what gives. being ,to a National Primacy, 
which is not the Inſtitution of Chriſt, but the Authority of 
Soveraign Princes, and Civil Powers; which the Pope can- 
not have, and if he could, would think ſcorn to receive his 
Power from them: For that would ſpoil his claim as 
Chriſt's Vicar, and St. Peter's Succeſſor ; and they who 
give, can take away too. 

5. Burt ſetting aſide all this, there 1s not a parity of rea- 
ſon for an Oecumenic Paſtor, and a National Primate, nei- 
ther of them are neceſlary tothe Unity of the Church,which 
is preſerved by the concord and agreement of Biſhops, not 
by ſuch a governing Authority and ſuperiour Power of one 
Biſhop over.another : As for Advice and Counſel, ſuch a Na-. 
tional combination of Biſhops under a Metropolitan, may 
be of great uſe, becauſe all the Biſhops in a Nation may 
without any inconvenience meet together ; but there is not 
the ſame reaſon for an Univerſal Biſhop, becauſe all the Bi- 
ſhops in the World cannot meet together in Council with 


him, as I have already diſcourſed. And as for ſome on 
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liar as of Authority and Juriſdiction, eſpecially where 
there is a mixture of rhe Ecclefiaſtical and Civil Authority ; 
this may very prudently be intruſted with a National Prij- 
mate: Bur it is both an intolerable grievance, which has 
been complained of by Roman Catholick Princes and People, 
that Appeals fhould lie to Rome, and the Biſhops and People 
of all Nations in the World, be forced to have their Cauſes 
heard there; and it is a derogation from the Authority of 
Soveraign Princes, to have a Foreign Biſhop exerciſe a ſupe- 
riour Juriſdiction in their own Kingdoms. ThisI think is 
ſuſficient, if men be reaſonable, to anſwer his firſt Politick 
Reaſon for an Univerſal Paſtor, 

2. His next Argument is very comical ; the whole of 
which he has borrowed alſo from his Independent Author, 
though ſometimes he ventures upon new Phraſes, and new 
Illuſtrations, which make it more comical ſtill : Ze proves, 
that they that maintain the Government of the Church by Bi- 
ſhops, Archbiſhops, Primates, &c. muFF alſo own and acknow- 
ledge an Univerſal Viſible Paſtor, from the nature of an Vni- 
verſal Viſible Church. This may be true for ought I know ; 
tor who can tell but his &c. which 1s all he has added to 
the Original, may include an Univerſal Paſtor 2 But his - 
Argument is. fallaciouſly put, ( which I confeſs is none of 
his fault, but his Author's, whom he has honeſtly copied ) 
it ſhould have been this, thoſe who aſlert the Government of 
the Church by Biſhops, Archbiſhops, Primates, (thouga he 
ſhould have lefc out Biſhops, as he did in his former Argu- 


ment, becauſe their Authority 1s of a diſtin& conſideration 


irom Archbiſhops and Primates ) from the nature of an U- 
aiverſal Viſible Church, muſt alſo own an Univerſal Viſible 
Paſtor from the nature of an Univerſal Viſible Church : For if 
we do not derive the Authority of Archbiſhops and Pri- 
mares, from the nature and eflential conſtitution of rhe Ca- 
tholick Church, as 1t 1s evident we do not ; how can the na- 
rure of the Univerſal Yifible Church, force us to own an U- 
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niverſal Paſtor, when it does not force us to ewn a National 
Primate ? If there be ſuch a connexion between them, that 
tie conſequence holds from one to the other, we muſt own 
them both for the fame reaſon ; for there 15 no proportion 
nor no conſequence between things, which have different 
natures and cauſes. 

But let us hear how he proves this : This Charch, he fays, 
muſt be an organized, or unorganized Body, made up of partes 
Similares onely, Right! the Univerſal Church is unorga- 
nized as to the whole, though made up of organized parts. 
But this we muſt not fay, for then we ſpoil his Argument ; 
and yet he knows that every one, who denies an Univerſal 
Paſtor ſet over the whole Church, muſt, and does, fay it. 
So that the ſum of his Argument is this: If you will allow 
the whole Church -to be an organized Body, that is, to be 
under the Government of an Univerſal Paſtor, then you. 
muſt own an Univerſal Paſtor; but if you will not own 
this, he has nothing to ſay to you, but that you ought in- 
civility to own it, to make good his Argument. It men. 
will be fo perverſe as to own particular National Churches 
to be Organized Bodies, and to deny the Univerſal Church 
to be thus Organized, (as we all do.) then they may 
own a National Primate, and deny an Oecumenical Paſtor ; 
and if men own the Univerſal Church to be ſuch an Orga- 
nized Body, they muſt own an Univerſal Paſtor, whether 
they own Archbiſhops and Primaces or not ; and therefore 
Archbiſhops and Primates might have been left out of this. 
Argument, becauſe they ſignifie nothing in it ; and conſe- 
quently the whole Argument is nothing to his deſign, to 
prove that thoſe who own Archbiſhops and Primates, muſt 
own an Univerſal Paſtor. 

Well, but he undertakes for us, that we will not grant, 
that the Univerſal Church is an «norganized Body ; becauſe 
it lays a neceſſary Foundation, for particular Co-ordinate 
Charches, Congregational, or Presbyterian : It he had _ E- 
Piſco- 
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\ piſcopal, he had faid right, and we know no 1nconventence 


in this to ſay, that all Epiſcopal Churches are Co-ordinate, 
ſince all Biſhops by an original Right are equal. But Zefides, 
if the Catholick Church be conſidered in its largeſt acceptation 
and extent, comprehending the Militant and Triumphant Parts, 
the Scripture tells us, it's an Organized Body, being called a 
Body of which the Lord Feſus Chriſt is the living Head, This 
i5 purely his own, tor his Author had more Wit than to ſay 
it: The whole Church Militant and Triumphant, or the 
Church in Earth and Heaven, is but one Church, and this 
one Church is united to Chriſt, the Head of the Church, and 
this proves, that the Church on Earth cannot have any o- 
ther Head, as the Principle of Unity, but only Chriſt : For 


the Head of the Church muſt be the Head of the whole 


Church, as the Head is the Head of the whole Body : And 
therefore the Church on Earth, being part of the Church, 
not the whole, (for the Church in Heaven is the largeſt 
and beſt part of the Body ) it cannot have a viſible Head 
on Farth, becauſe ſuch a Head cannot be the Head of the 
whole Body ; for thoſe who ſay rhe Biſhop of Rowe is the 
Head of the viſible Militant Church on Earth, yet never 
pretended that he is: the Head of the inviſible Triumphant 
Church in Heaven ; now the Church on Earth can never 
have a Head, which is not the Head of the Church in Hea- 
ven, unleſs we will ſay, that part of a Body, as the Church 
on Earth is, may have a Head by it ſelf, which is not Head 
to the other part of the Body, which is a thing that never 
was heard of in the World before, that a Head ſhould be 
Head only to part of the Body, and not to the whole, when 
the Body is but one. 

But what does he mean, when he fays, that the Church 
Militant and Triumphant, is an Organized Body? What 
Organization is there in the Church Triumphant They 
are all indeed united to Chrift, and fo are his Body, but 
there are no ditterent organical Parts in this Body, no dif 
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fering Ranks and Offices, that we know of, in the Church 
in Heaven, no diſtinCtion between Clergy and Laity, Pro- 
phets and Apoſtles, Paſtors and Teachers there, for theſe 
Offices ceaſe with the uſe of them, and therefore they are 
not united to Chriſt in one organical Body, which has dit- 
ferent Members, and Officers, in Heaven ; and therefore 
tho' the Church on Earth conſiſts of ſuch organized Bodies, 
yet it is not their Organization which unites them to Chriſt, 
tor then this would be neceſſary in Heaven, as well as in 
Earth, for the ſame one Body, and every part of it, muſt be 
united to Chriſt in the fame manner, and by the ſame kind 
of Union; and if the Union of the Church on Earth does 
nor conſiſt in its Organization, to be-ſure there is no neceſ- 
ſity that the whole Church on Earth ſhould be one organi- 
zed Body,' to make it the Body of Chriſt. The Organiza- 
tion of particular Churches is for the Edification and good 
Government of all the Members of it, not immediately 
for their Union to Chriſt, and therefore if the whole Church 
may be edified, and well governed by the Organization of 
particular Churches, the Church being called the Body of 
Chriſt, cannot prove that the whole Church on Earth is one 
organical Body. 

But if particular Churches be organized, zt's moſt natural 
and fit, that the Mother Teeming Church. ſhould have the moſt 
proportionate Adaptation of Parts. A Mother that brings 
ferth organized Children, is ſuppoſed to be organized her ſelf. 
Nihil dat quod non habet : Wherefore all otber les compre- 
henfrve Churches, coming out of the Womb of Mother Church, 
and proved to be organized Bodies, it's naturally neceſſary that 
ſhe her ſelf ſhould be homogeneous, or of ſame kind, otherwiſe 
the Mother muſt be more monſtrous than the Daughters, Here 
he forſakes his Guide again, and falls into Nontenſe. 'Could 
he find out a Mother Church which is none of the Daugh- 
ters, a Catholick Church which is diſtin& from all Particu- 
lars, this would be a notable Argument indeed, to prove 
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the Catholick Church to be organized, becauſe particular 
Churches are; but if there be no Teeming Mother Church, 
but what is a particular\Church it ſelf, it no Church brings 
forth Churches, as a Woman brings forth her Daughters, 
nay, if Churches are not brought forth, but Chriſtians, who 
are afterwards formed into Church-Societies, if all this at 
beſt be nothing but Metaphor and Alluſion, and that with- 
out any real likeneſs and ſimilitude too, we may ſafely al- 
low him ſuch kind of Arguments as theſe, for his organized 
Catholick Church. ES | 

Well, but now theſe particular Churches are transform- 
ed from Daughters into integral Parts of the Mother Catho- 
lick Church, nay, areDaughters and 16 he Parts too, which, 
conſtitute the Mother ; and then a Body which is made up of 
Organized Parts, is always it ſelf Organized, e. g. in all Anz- 
mals, in a Man the head, hand, legs, Gtc. are each organized 
for the compleating the totality of 5 2 part ; and therefore are 
becoming Organs to the whole man, and hence the man is an Or- 
ganized Body. Now indeed if the whole Church were ſuch 
a Body as the natural Body of a Man is, and did conſiſt of 
particular Churches, which did as much differ in their na- 
ture, and uſe, and organization, as the head, and-hand, and 
legs, do in the natural Body ; this were a very notable Ar- 
gument to prove the whole Church to be an organized Bo- 
dy, conſiſting of particular Churches, as ot integral Parts : 
But now the Apoſtle makes every particular Church to be 
ſuch an organized Body, conſiſting of all the integral Parts 
of a Church, a Biſhop, Presbyters, Deacons, and faithful 
People ; and therefore particular Churches are not proper- 
ly organized Parts of the Catholick Church, as the hands 
or legs are of a humane Body, which is made up of ſeveral 
other Members of a different nature , but as organized 
wholes, every particular Church being a compleat and en- 
tire Church, not a part of a Church ; and the Catholick 


Church is conſidered as one, not ſo much by uniting all par- 
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ticular Churches, conſidered as particular Churches, which 
is to unite a great many wholes together, to make one 
whole, which 1s perfe@ly unintelligible ;_ but by uniting the 
ſeveral parts, of which each particular Church conſiſts, into 
one, they being the ſame in all ; and this makes one orga- 
nized Catholick Church; of the fame nature and conſtitu- 
tion, the ſame Officers and Members, with every particu- 
lar organized Church. As for inſtance: | A particular .or- 
anized Church; as I have now obſerved, conſiſts of a Bi- 
ſthop, Presbyters, Deacons, and faithful People; and the 
the whole Catholick Church confiſts of the fame Parts, and 
can have no other ; and yet there are no Biſhops, Presby- 
ters, Deacons, Chriſtian People to make up this Catholick 
Church, but what belong to ſome particular Churches, and 
yet particular Churches are not Parts of a Church, but com- 
pleat entire Churches, as having all the integral Parts of a 
perfe& Church, and therefore particular organiz'd Chur- 
ches cannot make up a whole Church, as the ſeveral Parts 
make a whole Body, becauſe they are each of them a 
whole; where then ſhall we find Biſhops, Presbyters, Dea- 
cons, People, to make up one Catholick Church > Now in 
this caſe there can' be no other Notion of the Catholick 
Church, but the Union of the fame Parts of all particular 
Churches into One, and tlien the Union of all thele united | 
Parts'into one Body, makes'the one Catholick Church, As 
to explain this bei. DEL | = 
St. Cypriax tells us,” that there is but one Epiſcopacy, or 
one Biſhoprick, as I have already ſhewn , and therefore all 
che Biſhops who are' now diſperſed over all che World, and 
have the Supreme Government of their particular Chur- 
ches, muſt be reckoned but one Biſhop ;. Pr though their 
natural Perſoys are diſtin&, they are but one Eccleſiaſtical 
Perſon, their Officd Power, and Dignity, being one and the 
fame, not divided into Parts, but exerciſed by all of them in 
their ſeveral Churches, with the fame fulneſs and plenitude 
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of Power; and thus we have found out one Biſhop for the 
one Catholick Church, all the Biſhops in the World being 
but one, for though they are many diſtin& Perſons, they 
are but one Power, and exerciſe the iame Office, without 
Diviſion or Multiplication. And thus all the Presbyters in 
the World, who are under the Direction and Government 
of their ſeveral Biſhops, are but one Presbytery of the Ca- 
tholick Church ; for if the Epiſcopacy be but one, the 
Presbytery muſt be but one allo, in ſubordination to this 
one Epiſcopacy, the like may be faid of Deacons, and of 
Chriſtian People, that they are but one Body and Commu- 
nion under one Biſhop. Where there is but one Biſhop, 
there can be but one Church, and therefore one Epiſcopacy 
unites all Chriſtians into one Body and Communion : How 
this is conſiſtent with the many Schiſms and Diviſions of 
the Chriſtian Church, ſhall be accounted for elſewhere. 
This is a plain intelligible account, how all the particular 
Churches in the World are but one Church, becauſe all the 
Parts and Members, which anſwer to each other in theſe 
particular Churches, are but one by the Inſtitution of Chriſt : 
All their Biſhops but one Biſhop, all their Presbyters bur 
one Presbytery, all the Chriſtians of particular Churches, 
but one Body and Communion, and thus the. Catholick 
Church is an. organized Body , .confiſting of the fame 
parts that all particular Churches conſiſt of: Juſt as if Five 
Thouſand Men, whoſe Bodies have all the ſame Members, 
ſhould by a coalition of correſponding Parts, grow up into 
one Body ; that all their Heads, their Arms, their Legs,&c. 
ſhould grow into one, which would make a kind of Unj- 
verfal organized Body, of the ſame nature with what every 
ſingle individual Man has. 

And that there can be no other Notion of the Catholick 
Church, as conſidered in this World, I think, is very plain 
from this, that there is but one Notion of a Church ; and 
therefore the Catholick Church and particular EP, 

mur 
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muſt have the very fame Nature and integral Parts. If a 
Biſhap, Presbyters, and Chriſtian People, make a particular 
Church, there mult be the very fame parts in the Catho- 
lick Church, or you muſt ſhew -us two diſtin&t Notions of 
a Church, and that the Catholick and particular Churches 
differ in their eſſential conſtitution : Tf the Notion be the 
ſame, and all particular Churches conſtitute the Catholick 
Church, then theſe particular Churches muſt conſtitute the 
Catholick Church juſt as they are conſtituted themſelves, 
that is, of Biſhops, Presbyters, and People ; and therefore all 
the Biſhops of particular Churches, muſt make but one Ca- 
tholick Epiſcopacy,all the Presbyters but one Presbytery, all 
the Chriſtian People but one Body and Communion ;. and 
then the Catholick Church, and particular Churches,are ex- 
atly the ſame,one Body of Biſhops,Presbyters,and People. 

And this utterly deſtroys all ſubordination between Bi- 
ſhops, for if to the Notion of the Catholick Church, all Bi- 
ſhops muſt be conſidered as one, then every Biſhop muſt 
be equal, for an inferior and ſuperior Biſhop cannot be one : 
And if the Notion of the Catholick Church did require one 
Supreme Oecumenical Paſtor, to whom all particular Bi- 
ſhops are ſubordinate, then the Catholick and particular 
Churches are not of the ſame Species, for the one has a ſo- 
veraign, the other a ſubordinate Head, and therefore is not 
a compleat and perfe& Church, nor of the ſame kind with 
the Church, which has the ſoveraign Head. 

And thus I think, I might fafely diſmiſs all our Author's 
Criticiſms, about the ſeveral kinds of Totums, which he 
has tranſcribed from the Independent Copy,excepting ſome 
peculiar Abſurdities of his own: For the Catholick Church 
properly ſpeaking is no Totum at all,with reſpe& to parti- 
cular Churches, which are not properly Parts of the Catho» 
lick Church, conſidered as particular organized Churches, 
but the Catholick Church is one Church, by the Union of 
all the correſponding Parts of particular Churches, which: 
we 
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- we have no example of, that I know in Nature, nor is it to 
be expeRed to find the exemplars of ſuch Myſtical Unions 
in Nature, which depend not upon Nature, but upon Inſti- 
'tution, but it may not be amiſs briefly to ſhow our Au- 
thor's great skill in ſuch matters. 

He takes it for granted, that the Church Catholick 

muſt be ſome kind of Totum or whole, and therefore un- 

 dertakes ta prove that in all Totums there muſt be a Sub- 
ordination of Parts, and therefore there muſt be a Su- 
. preme Occumenical Paſtor in the Catholick Church. Now 

he ſays, Totum is moFF legally (I ſuppoſe it ſhould be Logi- 

cally) divided into guatenus integrum, and quatenis genus ; 
ſuch a whole as a Body is, which has all its parts, or ſuch a 
whole as a Genus is to a Species ; and one of theſe he thinks 
the Catholick Church muſt be : But then his Author minds 
ed him, that there was an aggregate whole, ſuch a whole 

as a heap of Corn 1s, but he told him alſo, that this was but 
a kind of Integrum ; though if this Integrum figmftes ſuch 

a whole as has integrating Parts, the union of which makes 
the whole, ſuch an Aggregate as has neither any parts nor 

any union, is a pretty kind of Integrum, but reduQtion 
may do great things,and therefore I won't diſpute that : but 
ſince he has named this Aggregate whole, if any man 
ſhould be fo perverſe as to fay that the Catholick Church 
is ſuch an aggregate Body, conſiſting of all particular co- 
ordinate Churches; what would become of his Subordina- 

tion of Paſtors; for what Subordination 1s there in aggre- 
g2te Bodies, in thoſe Grains ſuppoſe, which make up a-heap 
of Corn, which are all alike > The Independent Author 
foreſaw this Objection, but meddles'not with it, like a wiſe 

man who would not conjure up a-Devil which he could not 
lay ; but this Tranſcriber is bold- and brave, and ſometimes 
ventures out of his depth without-his Bladders, and-then he 
is uſually ducked for it. He tells us, p. 70. That an aggre- 
gate whole has integral parts; whichT believe is a new-No- 
r10N ; 
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tion ; for I thought it had been a colle&tion of incoherent 
things, which had no union nor relation to each other, as 
parts have to the whole: But how much he underſtands 
of this matter, appears from the example he gives, for he 
takes an Army to be ſuch an aggregated whole; if he had. 
ſaid a Rout or a Rabble had been tuch an Aggregate, he had 
come nzar the buſineſs; but I fear the King's Guards will 
not take it well tobe thought a meer aggregate Body : But 
he could find no other Aggregate, wherein there is a Subor- 
dination of parts, and therefore an Army muſt paſs for ſuch 
an Aggregate. 
But ket us conſider his Totum integram, which is a Natural . 
or.Political whole, ſuch as the Body of Man, or a Commu- 
nity 1s, which is made up. of ſeveral parts, which are inte- 
gral and eſſential to its compoſition. Now according to the . 
right Notion. of Subordination, the whole is divided into the 
next, but greater parts, and they into the next leſſer, and they 
znto leſſer, or leaſt of al, Well then, let us apply this to 
the Body of Man, which are the greater-and leſſer parts, and 
leaſt of all into which it muſt be divided: Which are the 
Syperiour, and which the Subordinate Parts in a Humane - 
Body ? Thereare ſome indeed which are higher, and others 
lower in the ſcituation of the Body ; ſome more noble and 
more uſeful than others; but thereis no Subordination be- 
tween them, that I know of, but the Soul governs them all, 
and they have the ſame care one of another. Indeed Sub. 
ordination relates only togoverned Societies, which may be. 
divided as he ſpeaks into greater or leſs, ſuperiour or ſubor- 
dinate parts ; which is. another kind of Integrum, ſuch as. 
we call a Community. But ſuppoſe this be what he means 
by his Integrum, not a Natural, but a Political whole ; how 
does he prove that in every ſuch Integrum, there muſt be 
ſuch a Subordination of parts, as ar laſt centers in one Su- 
preme Governour ? For whart does he think of Democracies, 
or Ariſtecracies ? Why isthe Supreme, where all are m__ - 
| nd 
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And ſhould any man ſay, that all the Biſhops of the Catho- 
lick Church are «qual, without any Supreme Head over 
them, as Democratical or Ariſtocratical Princes are, how 
would he be able to contute him from his Notion of Inte- 
grum ? And therefore the meer Notion of an Integrum will 
not prove ſuch a Subordination of parts, as center in one 
Supreme Head ; but he muſt prove that the conſtitution of 
the Chriſtian Church is ſuch, as is under the Government of 
one Supreme Viſible Head. 

His next 7otam is Genericam : His Author had confeſſed 
that this does not belong to the Church; and he confeſſes it 
after him in the very ſame words : 7his Notion {not fur- 
ther proſecute, becauſe according to the beſt Logical and Theo- 
logical Rules, the application of a Genus doth not ſo well ſuit 
the nature of the Catholick Church, it being more properly an 
Integrum than a Genus. And yet he would not loſe this op- 
portunity neither, to let us ſee his great skill in Logick : 
but ſince they both confeſs it is nothing to the purpoſe, I 
I ſtall not trouble my Readers with it. F 

3. Heargues from the nature of Subordination it ſelf, of a- 
ny kind, which always ſuppoſes a Supremum &Er infimum---- 
And if there be in the Church a Subordination of Paſtors, as 
our Proteſtant Prelates aſſert, then there muſt be a ſupreme as 
well as the loſt Term, viz. A Catholick Paſtor for the higheſt 
range or round of the Ladder, and a Pariſh Prieſt, or ( as our 
Biſhops wonld have it of late ) a Dioceſan, for the loweſt, the 
continuation being always to a neplus ultra at both ends of the 
Live. Which, tor ought I ſee, does as well prove.an Uni- 
verſal Monarch, as an Univerſal Paſtor. For he tells us, 
this holds in any kind of Subordination. We do grant in- 
deed, that there is a Subordinarion of Paſtors in the Church, 
z, e. that Presbyters are ſubordinate to Biſhops ; + but we 
ſay with all Antiquity, that a Biſhop, even a Dioceſan Bt- 
ſhop, isnot zhe /owe/?, but the higheſt term ; tor a Biſhop is 
the higheſt Order in the Church, and all Biſhops are of equal 

Power, 
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Power, and this without any danger of Independency, as I 
| have already ſhewn. | 

4. His next Argument is from the derivation and original 
of Paſtoral Office and Power. The Sum of which in ſhorr is 
this, that every Paſtor muſt receive his Paſtoral Power from 
ſome ſuperiour Paſtor, that as Presbyters are ordained by 
Biſhops, ſo Biſhops by their Metropolitans, they by their 
Prirnate, and they by the Occumenical Biſhop, from whom 
they receive the Paſtoral Staff. But he forgot all this while 
from whom -this Ozcumenical Biſhop mult receive his Or- 
ders, and whether thoſe who ordain the Pope, are his Supe- 
riors. Such Talk as this might become the Independant 
well enough, from whom he tranſcribes it, bur is pretty 
Cant for a Romaniſt ; for whoever has Authority to confer 
Orders, may certainly confer them, whether he be a Supe- 
rior or Equal, and therefore he ought to have proved, that 
none but a Superior can have Authority to conter Orders ; 
and then he muſt find a Superior to the Pope, to give him 
his Oecumenical Power. The Catholick Church has al- 
ways owned the Power of Order to be in Biſhops, who are 
the higheſt Order of the Church, and have a plenitude of Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Power, which is the reaſon why Presbyters can- 
not ordain without their Biſhop, becauſe they are not com 
V pleat Paſtors, but aCt in ſubordination to,and dependance on 
their Biſhops, and therefore have not ſuch a fulneſs of Power 
in themſelves, as to communicate it to others. 

5. In thenext place he argaes from the chief ends of Sub- 4grem. p. 74. 
ordination of Paſtors in the Church, viz. That there may be #"*" Þ: 33: 
place for Appeals in matters of Controverſie, in Caſes of Male» 
adminiſtration by the ſubordinate Clergte, final Determinations 
of difficult Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes,CorreAion of Herefie and Schiſm, 
| as alſo eſtabliſhment of Ceremonies. Schiim and Ceremonies 
| belong to the next head of Arguments, where his Author 

Placed them, bur tins Tranſcriber has not Judgment enough 
to write after his Copy, but will ſometimes venture to alter, 
. M though 
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though without ſenſe. But there are as many choice paſe 
fages in his parſuit of this Argument, as one could wiſh, 
which would make one ſuſpect that the Independent Au- * 
thor himſelf was a well-wiſher to Popery, he diſputes fo 
heartily for a laſt Supreme Judge to receive Appeals, and 
for the Infallibility of ſuch a Judge : But there is nothing 
more required to anſwer this Argument, but to give a plain 
ſtate of this caſe of Appeals. We muſt diſtinguith then be- 
tween Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, and conſider the original Right 
of Appeals. | | 

As for Eccleſiaſtical Cauſes, nothing is a pure Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Cauſe, but what concerns the Communion of the Church, 
who ſhall be received into Communion, or caſt out of it, or 
put under ſome leſs cenſures, which confines this either to 
Faith or Manners : But as for other cauſes, which are called 
Eccleſiaſtical, becauſe they concern Eccleſiaſtical Things or 
Perſons, ſuch as the repairs of Churches, advowſance of Li- 


vings, Tithes, Glebe, Oblations, &c. they are rather of a 


Civil than Eccleſiaſtical Cognizance, though Biſhops and 
Eccleſiaſtical Perſons are entruſted by the Civil Powers with 
the determination of them ; and in ſuch Matters as theſe, 
It is fit there ſhould lie Appeals, as theredo in all other Civil 
Matters ; but then it is fit alſo that theſe Appeals ſhould be 


| bounded as all other Civil Appeals are, within the Kingdom 


or Territory where the cauſe ariſes ; for to carry ſuch Ap- 
pealsout of the Kingdom, is as great an injury to the Autho- 
rity of the Prince, as to the Liberties of the Subjeq&. A So- 
veraign Prince has all civil Power and Juriſdiction, and to 
ſuffer Appeals to foreign Biſhops or Princes, is to own a Su- 
perior in his own Dominions ; and therefore in ſuch mat- 
ters as theſe, no Appeal can lie to an Occumenic Biſhop, 

As for cauſes purely Eccleſiaſtical, the Biſhop being Su- 
preme in his own Diocefs, there can be no original Right 
of Appeal from him, for there is po Appeal from the Su» 
preme : he has a free power in the Government of his own 
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Dioceſs, and muſt render an account of his ations to Chriſt, 
who is the Supreme Lord of the Church, as St. Cyprian tells 
us. But, as notwithſtanding this, it is very expedient, and 
in ſome degree neceſſary, that Neighbour Biſhops ſhould u- 
nite into an Eccleſiaſtical Body for the maintainance of Ca» 
tholick Communion, and the exerciſe of Diſcipline, as 1 have 
already ſhewn; ſo the very nature of ſuch combinations ad- 
mits and requires Appeals, that if any Presbyter or private 
Chriſtian be too ſeverely cenſured by his Biſhop, or without 
juſt cauſe, he may find relief from the Synod or Primate, or 
in whomſoever the power of receiving Appeals is placed : 
for Biſhops are men, and liable to humane Paſſions and Frail- 
ties, and it would be impoſſible to maintain the Authority 


_ of Church-cenſures, without ſuch Appeals. For though 


there be no. original Right of Appeals from the Sentence of 
one Biſhop to another, yet every Biſhop has authority to 
receive whom he judges fit, into the Communion of his own 
Church; and ſhould one Biſhop depoſe a Presbyter, or ex- 
communicate a Lay Chriſtian unjuſtly, ſhould they gointo 
another Dioceſs, if the Biſhop of it judged them worthy of 
Communion, he might receive them into Communion, not- 
withſtanding theſe cenfures; for he is Judge in his own 
Church, as the other was in his. But how contemptible 
would Eccleſiaſtical cenſures be, if they reached no farther 
an fingle Dioceſſes ; and what diſſenfions would this cre- 
ate among Biſhops, ſhould one receive thoſe into Commu» 
nion, whom the other had caſt out 2 Which makes it highly 
expedient, that Neighbour Biſhops ſhould be made, not the 
Judges of their fellow Biſhops, or their aCtions, as it is in 
ſuperiour Courts, which have a dire& Authority over the 
inferiour, but Umpires and Arbitrators of ſuch differences as 
may- happen between the Biſhop and his Clergy, or People'; 
which will preſerve the peace and concord of Biſhops, and 
give a more ſacred Authority to Eccleſtaſtical cenſures : But 
then theſe Appeals muſt be confined to this Eccleſiaſtical 
M 2 Body«: 
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Body, and not carried to foreign Churches : for by the ſame 
reaſon that theſe Eccleſiaſtical Bodies and Communions muſt 
be confined within ſuch limits as admit of ſuch combinati- 
ons, of which I have given an account above; theſe Appeals 
alſo muſt be confined to the Eccleſiaſtical Bodies, as St. Cy- 


" 'ypr. Ep- 55. prian expreſly affirms, that the Cauſe ſhould be heard there 
ad Cornelium. 


where the Crime was coinmitted. 

Thus we ſee there 1s no need of an Oecumenical Paſtor 
ro receive Appeals, much leſs of an Infallible Judge for this 
purpoſe ; and thus I might diſmiſs this Argument, were it 
poſſible to paſs 1t over without obſerving ſome peculiar 
ſtrains of Reaſen and Rhetorick in ir. As for Example: 
That Appeals are to no end, if there be not ſome Supreme Ca- 
tholick Paſtor to arrive at, in whoſe determination we are bound 
to ſet down and reſt ſatified. As if there could be no laſt 
Appeal but to a Catholick Paſtor, or no man were bound to 
reſt ſatisfied in any other laſt Appeal. Burt I perceive the 
fatisfation he means, is the ſatisfation of having our Cauſe 
determined by an Infallible Judge, who cannot Err: Which 
it may be is the firſt time a Roman Catholick, for I muſt ex- 
cept his Independent Original, ever made the Pope an In- 
fallible Judge not only in matters of Faith, but of all Cauſes 
which are brought before him by Appeals. 

But why may not the laſt Appeal be made to any one 
elſe, as well as to the Catholick Paſtor > No: the mind of 
the whole Catholick Charch may be had in the Principium uni- 
tatis ; but no other National, Provincial, or Dioceſan Paſtor 
have the mind of the whole Catholick Church : Which I can 
make nothing more of, but that the mind of the Catholick 
Paſtor is the mind of the Catholick Church ; and therefore 
the Catholick Paſtor, if he ſpeaks his own mind, ſpeaks the 
mind of the Catholick Church too : He is the Head, and if 
we will know a mans mind, we muſt reſort to the Head, not to 
the Arms or Legs, where yoa can only expett a dumb kick or box 
wnder the Ear, as we have had enough of from our Proteſtant 

- | Prelates : 
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Prelates : ---« A Dioceſan, Provincial, or Primate, are but the 
Churches more ſurly and leſs intelligible Organs : (but Arms 
or Legs, which give dumb kicks, or boxes on the Ear) but 
if you will underſtand the ſenſe of the Church, you muſt 
reſort to the Body ſpeaking in the Head, not to the kicking 
Heels. This isall demonitration, beſides the advantages of 
apt figures, and the elegancies of exprelſiton ro ſet it off. 

Well, the laſt Appeals then muſt lie to the Catholick 
Paſtor, becauſe he knows the mind of the whole Church,and 
is its ſpeaking Head ; whereas Metropolitans and Primates 
are but dumb, ſurly, leſs intell;gible Organs, whoſe mind 
you can only underſtand by kicks or boxes under the Ear ; 
which yet I think, is a very intelligible way, though I be- 
lieve tew People love to underſtand that way : For this rea- 
ſon then we muſt go to the Head, that we may underſtand 
the mind of the whole Church, for then we cannot Err. But 


is this Head then Infallible 2 Yes, molt certainly ! for the 


pretenſions made by the Catholick Paſtor to Infallibility, are 
founded on the Principles of the Epiſcopal Conſtitution. For 
an Epiſcopal Church ( ſetled by Subordination of Paſtors within 
zt ſelf ) without a Catholick Fead, is an Animal without a 
Head : Which is a pretty ſtrange ſort of Creature. Un all 
our Appeals from Paſter to Paſtor, from Church to Church, in 
any Cauſes or Controverſres, if we do not ſtill come to a leſs Fal- 
likle Church, and at laſt arrive at the moſt Infallible, compre- 
henſrve of our ſetves as Members, Cui bono hic labor, & hoc 
opus ? Thar is, to what purpoſe do we appeal from one Fal- 
lible Church to another, unleſs we can at laſt lodge our final 
Appeal in an Infallible Church 2 So that the reaſon why we 
muſt appeal to the Catholick Paſtor, is that our Cauſe may 
be determined by an Infallible Judge, who has the mind of 
the whole Church :' and the proof of the Infallibility of this 
Catholick Paſtor is, that to him muſt be made the laſt Ap- 
peals, which were to no purpoſe, if he were not the moſt 
Infallible. Thus Infallibility proves the neceſlity of Appeats, 
an 
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and Appeals prove the neceſlity of Infallibility ; for one good 
turn requires another. | 

But ſtill methinks there is a little difficulty why there 
ſhould be any Appeals at all to a Fallible Judge; Why 
ſhould not all Cauſes in the firſt inſtance be brought before 
the Infallible Judge? Why muſt we take ſuch a round by 
Biſhops, Provincials, Metropolitans, Primates, before we 
come to the Catholick Paſtor, when there can be no fatis- 
faction till we come to the Infallible Judge, and have the 
mind of the whole Church from him? And as our Autnor 
obſerves, Cui bono, do men appeal trom one Fallible Creature 
toanother 2 If the right of Appeals be grounded on Infalli- 
bilicy, why muſt we appeal to thoſe who are Fallible ? 

To falve this, which is a-real diffieulty, our Author would 
inſinuate (for he is afraid downright tr9gown ſuch an Abſur- 
dity) that there are Dee Infallth:lity, which if admitted 
we muſt ariſe to the higheſt - but why not go to the higheſt 
at firſt, but-rife by Degrees? 1f it be granted that a Biſhop 
is leſs fallible than a Pariſh Prieſt, and an Archbiſhop leſs fal- 
lible than a Biſhop, and a Primate than he, ayes the ſame 
ground we may expett the Catholick Paſtor to be leſs fallible 
than all the reſt. But what a lamentable ground 1s this for 
Infallibility! and what a lamentable Infallibility is that, 
which is only being leſs fallible than ſome other fallible 
Creatures ? = ; 

But the pleaſanteſt conceit is, that mens Infallibility in- 
creaſes with their ſeveral Orders and Degrees in the Church, 
that a Bifhop is leſs fallible, and therefore more infallible than 
a Prieſt, and an Archbiſhop than a Biſhop, &c. Now I ſup- 
poſe he will grant, that Infallibilirty does not refult from 
mens perſonal Abilities, but is a ſupernatural Gitt, and that 
Chriſt never gives any thing lefs, in ſuch a ſupernatural way, 
than abſolute Infallibility : And therefore, whatever Infal- 
libility men can challenge, by vertue of a Promiſe, muſt be 
abſolute, andabſolute rnfallibiliry has no degrees: It _ ma 
| ntalli- 


"Or pe" 
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Tnfallibility of the Catholick Paſtor be founded on a divine 
Promiſe, it has no relation at all to the ſeveral degrees of 
Fallibility in other Church-Officers ; unleſs he can ſhew 
where Chriſt has promiſed ſeveral degrees of Infallibility, to 
the ſeveral Orders and Degrees of Eccleſiaſtical Miniſters, 
and then indeed we may conclude, that he has beſtowed 
the moſt perfe& Infallibility upon the Catholick Paſtor, if 
it be firſt proved that he has inſtituted ſuch a Catholick Pa- 
ſtor. Bur :t is evident, that to be more or leſs fallible, de- 
pends upon mens perſonal Abilities, Learning, Wiſdom, 
Honeſty, and therefore it is a ridiculous thing to fay, that 
every Biſhop muſt be leſs fallible than a Presbyter, and an 
Archbiſhop leſs fallible than a Biſhop, and a Primate than 
he, unſeſs you can prove that all Biſhops muſt be wiſer, ho- 
neſter, and more learned men, than Presbyters, and Archbi- 
ſhops than Bithops, and Popes than Archbiſhops and Pri- 
mates : Which I believe is a pretty hard Task, and yet our 
wiſe Author at laſt reſolves the Popes Infallibility into this 
belief, for it i not to be ſuppoſed, that the Catholick Church 
would commit the greateſt Charge to a Perſon of the leaſt Fudg- 
ment and Underſtanding. So that it ſeems Infallibility at 
laſt is dwindled away into Mens perſonal Judgment and Un- 
derſtanding ; and though it may be the Catholick Church 
might be careful in ſuch a choice, yet we can eafily ſuppoſe, 
that Cardinals, who may not be Men of the beſt Judgments 
themſelves, and may be divided by Intereſts and Faftions, 
or brib'd with Money, or over-awed by Power, or influen- 
ccd by Friendſhips, may not always chuſe the wifeſt Man in 
the World, and if they did, yet he could be no more infal- 
lible this way, than the wiſeſt Man in the World is, who af- 
ter all is a fallible Creature, as all Men are : and I dare ap- 
peal to all ſober and conſidering Romas Catholicks, whether 
our Author has not utterly overthrown the Infallibility of 
the Pope, and all Appeals to him, by what he adds. 76 
what purpoſe u it for us to betake our ſelves for further light 

#0: 
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to-thoſe whom the Church has entruſted with higher Power and 
larger Truſt, if we have no reaſon to judge them, not only to be 


holter, wiſer, and juſter men, than thoſe we appeal from, but 
leſs fallible in judgment, aud errable in praitice © For Il am 


_ confident ſew Roman Catholicks think tizxeir Popes to be the 


wiſeſt and beſt Men in the World, and therefore it their in- 
errability depends upon their Wiſdom and Honeſty, they 
cannot think them Infallible neither, and 1 fuſpeC& our Au» 
thor has no great claim to Inftallibility himſelt, who at this 
time of Cay, when the Stories of Popes are fo well known, 
ſhould found Infallibility upon the Wiidom, Holineſs, and 
Juſtice of Popes. 

By this one would gueſs, that he makes no great matter 
of the Popes Infallibility, that he has tound our ſuch a falli- 
ble Foundation for it. He lays, That the Cecumenic Paſtor in 
his humane Capacity may miſtake and Err, and ſo did St. Pe- 
ter, but not fundamentally, yet as Supreme Head in his Catho- 
lickCapacity(quatenus in CathedraCatholica,& comparative) 
ro all inferior ſubordinate Paſtors, he hath a kind of Infallibili- 
ty, which is a Power intruſted in him by the Catholick Church, 
zo paſs a final Tudgment of Determination in all Cauſes and Con- 
trover/ies, to be a Ne plus ultra zo all Appeals and Litigations 
in the Church. So that in the firſt place he is not intallible 
in his humane Capacity, and yet he founds his Infallibility 
on his Wiſdom, Holineſs, and Juſtice, which are humane and 
perſonal Perfe&tions. In his publick Capacity he would 
have him Infallible in the Chair, bur yet it 1s but a compa- 
rative Infallibility, which is none at all : Then 15 Infallibi- 
lity is not an Infallibility in judging, but a Power to make a 
final Determination, whether it be right or wrong, and any 
Man might have this Power, as well as the Pope ; eſpecially 
ſince he is not intruſted with this Power by Chriſt, bur by 
the Catholick Church, that is too, only by the Church of Rome, 
for no other Church intruſts him withir ; and thus he quits 
all Divinc Claims to Infajlibility, and the Pope is-no. more 
| LE Intallible, 
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Infaltible; than the Churchican make him, by intruſting hin 
with a final decifian- of Controverſies, at all! Adventures. 
And therefore he adds, We are not bound ta believe hu Fudg- 
mont 1s infallibly true, bt! ake' ta fubferite to;it, asahe taſt, 
becauſe we' can have uo: further and ligher- Appeal on. Barth. 
That is, we muſt 'ſ{ubſeriize.to it; whether we beheve it true 
or not, which is ao adgmwable fort of Infallibility. Thus 
he ſays, the Engliſh Clergia ſubſcribe the 39 Articles, not that 
they believe them ( as thty commonly; ſay) to he true and Ortho- 
dox, but becauſe they be #he lajt Reſolutions of the Church of 
England, in thoſe Points they fit down ſatisfied to ſubſcribe 
them as Inſtrumenta pacis & unitatis, ut indeed Maxime 
*emolumenti; by which, what he means, I cannot gueſs, bur 
am very much of his mind, #hat upon the fawe ground (were 
there no ether reaſon of Subſcriptions) they way ſubſcribe th the 
Council of Trent. But this isa Scandal on the Clergy of the 
Church of England ; we ſubſeribe to the Truth of the Do- 
Arines, and for my part I would not ſubſcribe, did I not 
think them true ; and this is falfe with reference 
to the Church of Rome, which Anathematizes all Perfons 
who do not own, and acknowledge, and believe all the 
Articles of the Council of Trex? : However, Infallibility is 
at a low ebb in the Church of Rome, when they can exact 
Submiſſions and Subſcriptions:onely upon Prateſtant. Prins 
ciples, who pretend to no Infallibility at all : 1 have exami- 
ned this Argument a little more at large,to make him ſenſi- 
ble how dangerous a thing it is to write after an Indepen- 
dent Copy : for had any man intended to have burleſqued 
Infallibility, ( as poſſibly his Author, -from-whom he tran 
cribes, did) he could not havedone it more eftectually, than 
by ſuch Principles as theſe. 


6. His ſixth Argument ( in Catholiok FZierarchy the ſe- 1z,uy, p.1q; 
venth, for he has dropt one from the Nature of the Church, &c.Cath. Hier- 


2 


which he made an IntroduCtion of, and thereit has been con- *' 5 6: 


ſidered) is, that this Catholic Zeadſhip is inſeparable from a 
N _- 
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Ecclefiaftical Body, made up of ſubordinate Paſtors and Chur- 
ches, may be abundantly evidenced from theſe following enume- 
rated Church neceſſities. | : | 

The neceſſity, - 1 . Of a Catholick judgment of Sthiſm. . 2. Of 
a Catholick interpretation of - ScriÞtares: '. 3... Of a:Catholick 
determination of Ceremonies, for order and decency. 14. For a 
Catholick compoſure of Forms of Prayer. 5. For a Catholick 
Canonization of Saints. 6. A Catholick Call and Convention 
of Councils Oecumenic. Which are Word: for: Word the. Ar- 
gument of rhe Independent Author.. | [ {hall briefly 'conſi- 
der them all. - 

I. The neceſſity of a Catholick judgment of Schiſm, 1.e. that 
there ſhould be ſome Judges who are Schiſmaticks, for o- 
therwiſe, 1. Patriarchal or National Churches may be Schiſma- 
tical,” and no competent remedy: found for the ſaid Schiſm. 
2. There can be no determination of a Schiſmfrom the Catholick 
Church, nor any proporttonate puniſhment of it : For a Patri- 
arch or National Primate cannot be judictally proceeded a- 
gainſt, but by an Occumenic Paſtor ; which I thiok is the 
fame with the firſt :' For a National Schiſm muſt bea Schiſm 
from the Catholick Church, or none ; ſince National Chur- 


 chesamong us, depend on no foreign Patriarchs. 3. Becauſe 


ſuperiour Churches are to judge the inferiour ; no particular 
Church'has an abſolute definitive Power-in it ſelf, but there lies 
an Appeal againſt it to the Catholick Church and Paſtor. Which 
inſtead of proving that there is ſuch a Catholick Paſtor, 
ſuppoſes that there is one; for elſe there can lie no Appeal 
tohim. 4. That particular Churches will never agree about 
Schiſm, but the very diſputes about Schiſm, will make Schiſms 
without end. Now, ſuppoſe a man ſhould turn the Tables, 
and prove by this Argument, that there 1s no Catholick 
Paſtor, nor Catholick Judge of Schiſm 5 becauſe there are, 
and always have been Schiſms 3n the Chriſtian Church, 
which it is impoſſible there ſhould be, did the Church know 


of ſuch a Catholick Judge : For how. could there be any fuch 


diſpute 
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diſpute about Schiſm, if there were ſuch a'Judge > If-you 
fay, that it is the not owning ſuch; a Judge, which makes 
the Schiſms : That.may. be;true, but; zt:is true alſo, that it is 
a. ſign; the Chriſtian' World-doeg not-/know-of any > ſuch 
Judge; for if they. did, they would awn him, and put an end 
to their Schiſms: If it be neceſſary, there ſhould be fuch a Ca- 
tholick Judge of Schiſm, Tam ſure it is neceſſary he ſhould 
be known, or elſe, as Experience teſtifies, the diſputes about 
ſuch a Judge, will make more Sehiſmsrhan ſuch an unknown 
and diſputable Judge can ever end. i... - $11-2 30 Þtt, 
Now ſince rhere either is no ſuch Catholick Judge of 
Schiſm, or he is not ſufficiently known to all Chriſtians ; 
methinks it proves that there is no need of ſuch a; Catho- 
lick Judge of Schiſm.; for there is as. much need he ſhould 
be known, in order to-put an end to Schiſms, as'that, there 
ſhould be ſuch'a Judge; and if the neceflity of ending 
Schiſms proves that there ſhould be ſuch a Judge, I am'ſure 
the continuance of Schiſms proves as plainly, that he is not 
known, - becauſe he cannot end. them; It 1s: ridiculous to 
imagine that- there ſhould be any ſuch thing as Schiſm, 
were there a known Oecumenical Paſtor and Judge ; and it 
is as ridiculous to prove that there is ſuch a Judge, from the 
neceſſity of ſuch a Judge to end Schiſms, when it is demon» 
{trable fram the continuance of theſe Schiſms, that the Chri- 
ſtian World knows of no ſuch Judge : And ir'is very ſtrange, 
that Chriſt ſhould appoint ſuch a Judge, and not take care 
that he ſhould be known. Good Arguments muſt convince 


Schiſmaticks in.this Wqrld,and Chriſt will judge-them in the 


next, and I know of no other Catholick Tudgment of Schiſm. | 
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2. From the neceſſity of a Catholick Reſolution of difficult and Agreement, 
dubious places of Scripture. For the Scripture is not of pri- p. 80. 


vate Interpretation,” and there;are great inconveniences in 
kving, Scripture to the, Interpretation of, private men, or 
particular, though National Churches; .But let the incon- 
venjences be what they will, the ſame Argument returns a- 
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ain, that if there be fuch an Infallible Interpreter of Scri- 
prure, he ought to be known ; /and that there are ſuch ji 
Putes about the Interpretation of Scripture, proves, tliat 
the Chriſtien World do not own ſuth'a Qatholiek Interpre- 
ter, arndylivrefore ther they know 'norhing of him. And 
there is another Arguneot, that 'there is noſuch Catholick 
Interpreter of Scripture, 'becaiiſe we have no ſurh-Catholick 
Interpretation : And what 1s the Chriſtian World the -ber- 
ter for'a 'CatholickiTaverpreter, 'if he does/nor-interpret ? 
And yet in the Church of 'Rome it ſelf, 'we'have no 'Expoſi- 
'tions of Scripture, but from private and fallible'men : The 
truth-is, the Pope and his 'Councils'/have expounded plain 
-Scriptures to a dubious, difficult, unintelligible ſence, but 
never, that I khnow:of, mate ny -TeKt: caſte and intelligh 
ble, which was difficult before. To'expound- Scripture, is 
to make'us winderſtand it, not to'impoſe upon our Faith, 
without'underſtanding ; and therefore this 15 not fo much 
un aq of Authority, as of Skill and Judgment; any man, 
who can: fo' explain Seripture'to mie, 'as to make me under» 
Nandit,qthaltgain'imy aſſear ; but'no Authority'is fifficiert 
to take me aſſent, without underſtanding. Ant yet ſuch 
2 'Catholick'Expoſitor -otir Avthor would. fet up,whoſe Av- 
thotity ſhell! take me 'grant' that 'to be the fence of Scrt- 
pture, which his !Reaſons and Argiittients-ednridt petfwade 
me'df. Bat all: reaſonable Oreatufes muſt underſtand ifor 
themfelves; 'arid' Chriſt no-where 'commands us to behieve 
that'tobeithe ſenecof Scripture, which we cannot under- 
Nimd to:be*fo. | 1: know no/neceſſity that all "Chriſtians 
ſhould wgreevinthellnterprenition of all difficult Texts-&f 
Scriprare : there is envightn Seripture'plain, to carry-men 
toHeaven,andas for more difficult-and obſcure Fexts, they 


_ arefortheimprovemenit of thoſewho' can undetſtand/them, 


ungineed5ho/ ſuth CathdliekBxpoſite?, breatile Tt ismot ne- 

eeffaryyhae ltfriin foul wnder and {heat MoRtor the 

Centroveiſies:66 RebPal6h, 'Hpecidllybetwetn ts beter 
| C/mT. 
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Church of Rome, are about Texts of Scripture, eaſieenovgh 
to be underſtood, and an honeſt teachable 'mind would 

ſooner end our Controverſies , than his Catholick Expoſi- 
'ter. | | 
3. Another neceſſity for an Oecumenic'Paſtor, is, A ne- agreem. p.84 
#efity of a Catholick Determination of Decency and Order ; ice, Cath. Hier. p. 
"That the fame Rites and 'Ceremontes, 'for decency and or- 
.der, ſhould be obſerved in all Chriſtian Churches all the 
World over. Now I know no neceflity of this; and-that 
which is not neceſlary it ſelf, cannot make an Oecumenic 
Paſtor neceſſary. 'De fatto, there have been Yiverfity of 
Rites in the -Chriſtian/Church in all Ages ; thus it was-in 
St. Auguſtine's time, as appears from his Epiftle to Fanuarius 
1x8; and thereirher there was no Catholick Paſtor, or he 
did not think: ſuch a 'Cartholick\Uniformity of Rites-neceſſa- 
Ty. None of the Fathers ever condemn ſuch a diverſity as 
this, but exhort all Chriſtians to:conform to the tnnocent 
Cuſtoms andi'Ceremonies: of the'Church, where they came, 
though different from the Cuſtoms of 'their own Church; 
which St. H«/tine tells us in that Epiſtle, was the Advice of 
| - : St. Ambroſe. And when Pope Yiftor Excommunicated the 
Afran Churches for their difterent cuſtom in obferving Ea- 
fter, Tremeus, antd- other Biſhops, 'Uid vehemently oppoſe 
him in it ; 'and therefore, -either id not-believe'himto'be 
the Catholiek'Paſtor, or did not think 'that the 'Catholick 
'Paftor ought'to impoſe an Uniformity 'of Rites upon 4ll 
Churches. The Deceney of 'Worſhipis nothing de, but to. 
petfortm 'the external-a&ts of Worſhip-in fuch a manner, as 
-may expreſs our Reverence and Devotion for Got : And 
therefore, 'fince' there are -no*Catholick 'figns df -Decency, 
'there can be'no Catholick-Uniformity- in theſe matters. ' The 
, -decency bÞ Garments, Poſtures, 'Geftares, differ in'ſeveral 
*Coantries ;' and fo do*the'Exprefiions-of Honor 'antl Re- 
| -eretice - arid/thetefore fiich- external Rits5" being only for 

| 4exrernal'Þecenty, and having-rno Sacretad by Itftirution, 
ay. 
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may vary with the different Cuſtoms and' Uſages of Coun- 
tries: We muſt Worſhip God in a decent manner ; this all 
Chriſtian Churches are boynd to, and this they do, when 
they Worſhip God in ſuch a manner as among them ſigni- 
fies Reverence and Honor. But ſays our Author, then one 
Church will eſteem this or that thing decent in the Worſhip of 
God, which another reckons. abſurd. Then fay I, they are as 
ablurd as Country People are, who gaze at Foreigners, and 
laugh at their exotick Habits, and think every thing ridicu- 
lous, which differs from their own Cuſtoms. But ths Tni- 
formity is lofF in the Catholick Church, where it's moſt neceſſa- 
ry to be had. An Uniformity in external Rites is not neceſ- 
ſary in the Catholick Church, and it may be cannot be had. 

| But why is it neceflary there ſhould be Uniformity then 
1n particular National or Dioceſan Churches? Axſ. Becauſe 
It is fit and decent, that thoſe who Worſhip God in the 


fame Aſſemblies, ſhould Worſhip him in the fame manner, 
.and to do otherwiſe would contradi the Publick Decency 


of the Worſhip. Every Biſhop (as being the Supreme Go- 
vernour of.his own Church and Dioceſs) has Authority to 
appoint the decent Rites of Worſhip in it; and when all 
the Biſhops of a Nation are united into one National Body, 


;they may conſent in ſome common Rites of Worſhip for 
. the National Church, ſince the Ufages and Cuſtoms of the 


ſame. Nation, the Rules of Decency, and the Expreſſions of 


Honour and Reverence, are the ſame, which gives an ac- 


count, what Churches have this Power to determine the 


| Decencies and Order in Ceremonies; every Biſhop has an 


original Right to do this for his own Church, but asa Na- 
tional Combination of Biſhops, to govern their ſeveral 


Churches by a mutual Conſent, is of great uſe, fo when 
they are united into a National Body, it is much more de- 


cent, that they ſhould agree upon an Uniformity of Rites 


- for the National Church; but there is- not the ſame reaſon, 
That this ſhould extend to Foreign Churches, much leſs to 


the 
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the whole World, both becauſe theſe Combinations of Bi- 
ſhops are limited to National Churches, and the Cuſtoms of 

3 different Countries change and vary. 

| 4ly. The neceſſity of a Catholick Canonization of Saints, a_ p-84- 
for ſuppoſing a neceſſity of a due Obſervation of Saints Days, ms EN ORR 
which the Church of England hath always infiſted on and . 
pleaded for, it is to be enquired, who or what Church Cano- 

aized the Saints, &&c. The Church of England indeed does 

obſerve ſome Feſtivals, in commemoration of the Saints, but 
ſhe needs no Occumenick Paſtor to Canonize them : She 

obſerves the Feſtivals of no Saints; but ſuch as the Chriſtian 

World acknowledge to be ſo, without the Pope's Canonizas . 

tion: and the uſe ſhe makes of Saints, needs no Canoniza- 

tion, which is only to bleſs. God for them, and toexcite aur 

ſelves to an imitation of their Vertues 3 ' not to build Tem» 

plesand Alrars to them,or to Worthip them with Religious 
Honours as our Mediators and Advocates. This Canoni- 
zation of Saints was a ſtrange kind of Argument, from a 
pretended 7udependent, and it is ſuch an Argument, as I 
thought at this time of day, a RomaniF} himſelt would have 
been aſhamed of: For pray,what Authority has the Church 
to Canonize Saints, and who gave her this Authority ? 
Such Conſecrations and Canonizations:, indeed were in 
practice in Pagan Rome, and Z7ertulliay ſufficiently ſcorns 
them for it. He tells us, that _- EI, 
there was an ancient Decree, that. —Vetus erat decretum, Ne qui, Deus ab Impe- . 


ratore conſecraretur,nifi a Senatu probatus---- 
the Emperor ſhould not Conſecrate Apud yos de humano arbirratu Diviniras pen- 


any God, without the approbation of Rm en Deus perks, wor 
the Senate, for the Emperor in | Cert. Apol.p.S.Parls,1064 6h TOY 
thole days was the Pontifex Ma- 1 ;3- op4'4- 7 
ximus, or the Occumenick Prieſt. This the Father fays 
was to make Divinity depend upon Humane Votes; and un- 
leſs the God pleaſes Men, he ſhall not be a God : how appli- 
| cable this is to the Canonization of Saints, let our Au- 
y thor judge, and tell me, whether there were any ſuch =u 
Ice 


/ Rice known. in the Chriſtian Church, in Terre/iav's days. 
\ ToCanonize 2 Saint,to be fure,is to Vote him into Heaven; 
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and if the Oecumenick Paſtor has this Authority,he is ſome- 
what more than the Head of the viſible Church.on Earth, 


for his Power extends to the inviſible Church too. 


Agreem.p-85. - gly. The neceſſity of a Catholick Compoſure of Church 


88. 


Cath, HIT. P- Ppayers. 1. e, That the fame Liturgie thould be uſed in 


all Chriſtian Churches ; which never was prattiſed in for- 
mer Apes, and no need it ſhould be : We prefer a Litur- 
gje before private and extempore Prayers; we think it moſt 
Uniform, that a National Church ſhould ufe the ſame Litur- 
gie; but if every Biſhop, who is the Supreme Governour of 
his own Church, ſhould have a Liturgie of his own, I ſee no 
hurt in i, if it be & true Chriſtian Liturgie, and neither cor- 
rupt the Chriſtian Faith, nor Worſhip. When he can give 
me one wiſe reaſon, why the whole Chriſtian World muſt 
uſe the fame Liturgie, and that there muſt of neceflity be an 
Oecumenick Paſtor to compoſe this Liturgie, I will conſider 
it farther. His Harangue about our charging DiſFnters with 
Schiſm, does not relate to this matter : For letting aſide the 
Civil Authority, whereby our Liturgie is confirmed, their 
Schiſm does not conſiſt in uſing another Liturgie, for they 
uſe none; but m ſeparating from the Communion of their 
Biſhop, who has Authority to appoint what Liturgie ſhall be 
uſed in his Church : For the Liturgie being agreed on in 
Convocation, makes it an ACt of the Church, confirmed by 
the Authority and Conſent of all the Biſhops, beſides the 
conicurtent Votes and Suffrapes of the inferior Clergy : And 
if eyery- particular Biſhop have Authority to appoint, what 
Form of Prayer ſhall be uſed in his Church, all the Biſhops 
of England may agree in the ſame Liturgie, and thoſe who 
deny obedience to their Biſhops, and ſeparate from them 
npon ſuch accounts, are guilty of Schiſm : But where there 
1s no fach ſubje&ion and obedience owing, as there is none 
between particular Biſhops, and diſtin National he wg 
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they may make Liturgies and Forms of Prayer for them- 
ſelves, and are accountable to no body. elle for ir. 
6ly. His laſt neceſſity for an Oecumenick Paſtor, is, for 
calling, convening, and diſſolving Oecumenical Councils. Now, agreem. p.87. 
| if there be no ſuch ablolute neceſſity of Oecumenical Coun. Caicrep: 
| cils; if they may, and have been called by Emperours ; if © 
| they may meet together of themſelves, by Matual Agree- 
ment, then there 1s no neceſſity of an Oecumenical Paſtor 
for this purpoſe. But ſuch an Aſſembly, he ſays, mu? be a 
Church- Aſſembly, or elſe it can claim no Power in the Church, 
and all Church- Aſſemblies are of right convened by the Paſtor 
of the ſaid Church, in which it is, as in a Dioceſs, the Clergy 
x convened by the Authoritative Call of the Biſhop. This is 
'the force of his whole Argument, wherein there are two 
things ſuppoſed, which we defire him to prove: x, That an 
Oecumenical Councll is not for Mutual Advice, but for di- 
ret Ads of Authority and Government. 2. That a Coun- 
cil receives its Authority from an Authoritative Call ; when 
he has proved theſe two Propoſitions, his Argument may 
deſerve a new Conſideration. 


An ANSWER to Secr.lIl 
Concerning 
The Agreement between the Two Churches, a- 
bout ſome of their Ipoſed Terms of Communion, 
their Miniſtry, Ceremonies, and Image-W, orſhip. 


I. The Miniſtry. 


" YAving anfwvered all their Pretences of Agreement, 
between the Church of England, and the Church of 
Rome,concerning one Supreme Oecumenical Paſtor ; 

waat remains will give me no great trouble,and I ſhall give 
| Oo 
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my ſelf, and my Readers no more than needs muſt, 

I. The firſt Agreement is about the Miniſtry, unto which 
all are required to ſubmit, which i the ſame with that of Ro- 
man-Catholicks, and maintained by the ſame Arguments ; that 
is, concerning the Divine Inſtitution of Biſhops and Subject- 
Presbyters. Now this charge we own,that we do acknow- 
ledge the Divine Right of Epiſcopacy, and that Presbyters 
by the Inſtitution of their Office are ſubje& to Biſhops ; 
and if the Roman-Catholicks own this, we agree with them 
init; and fo we will in any thing elſe, that is true, and 
think it no injury to our cauſe; for we do not think our 
ſelves bound to renounce what 1s true, only that we may 
differ from Roman-Catholicks : and yet the miſchief is, that 


- in deſpight of his Title and Deſign, he will not ſuffer us to 


agree with them here, but endeavour to prove, that we do 
not agree with them. _Thus he tells us, 
I. Touching the difference there i between a Biſhop and 
a Presbyter, as amongſt the Papiſts ſome held, that they were 
of the ſame Order, differing only in Degree, and others that 
they were of diſtin Orders; ſo among our Clergy (I per- 
ceive our Author has a mind to be a Proteſtant at laſt, by 
his crying our Clergy) there were ſome, who in King James 
the Firft days, aſſerted that Biſhops and Presbyters were of 
the ſame Order, but now it is carried for their being of two 
diſtin Orders; but what is this to the Agreement of the 
two Churches, that there are Divines in each Church, 
which differ about this Point? If neither Church have de- 
termined this, then they agree onely in not determining 
it ; but if it were the currant Doctrine in the Counce! of 
Baſil, that Biſhops and Prieſts are of the fame Order, and 
it be the avowed DoCtrine of the Charch of England, that 
Biſhops area diſtin& and ſuperior Order ; then I think the 
two Churches do not agree about this Point. 
And our Author himſelf takes care to prove, that we 
are not agreed : For the Romaniſts, he ſays, do not ſo my 
| | fic 


ſome Proteſtant Principles, &c. 


flick to the Divine Right of the Epiſcopal Order, as to hold, 
that without a Violation of the Divine Law ; a Presbyter 
cannot be intruſted with the Epiſcopal Inſignia, and ordinary 
Furiſdiftion ; yet, it's the avowed Dofrine of the Church of 
England, that the giving the Power of Conferring Orders to 
a Presbyter, is fo contrary to the Divine Law, that it's ipſo 
facto, null and void; and in purſuance 'of this Doflrine, ſhe 
Re-ordains all thoſe, who have had onely a Presbyter's Ordi- 
nation, even whilſt ſhe is againſt a Re-ornfhiarin And thus he 
has himſelf confuted his firſt Point, The Agreement of the 
two Churches about” the' Miniſtry, for a difagreement about 
the Power of Orders, is ſo concerning a Point ix the Mini- 
ftry, that there can be little agreement afterit. This deter- 
mines the Diſpute that Biſhops do not difler in Order, but 
onely in D:gree from Presbyters; for if Biſhops by a Di- 
vine or Apoltolical Inſtitution were a diſtin& and ſuperior 
Ocder, Pcesby ters could never be intruſted with the ordina- 
ry Power and Juriſdiction of a Biſhop, ſuch as the Power of 
conferring Ocders is ; much leſs that a Presbyter ſhould 
have Power to Cenſecrate Biſhops, and Biſhops ſhould be 
ſubje& to Presbyters, as he affirms of the Abbot of £7 : 
This overthrows the Eſſential Conſtitution of the Miniſtry, 
if Biſhops are by Inſtitution a Superior Order to Presby- - 
ters, that Presbyters ſhould have Authority to Conſecrate 
and Govern Biſhops ; and overthrows one of the Principal 
Arguments for an Oecumenick Paſtor, as it is urged by our 
other Author, from the power of conferring Orders, which 
he fays cannot b2 done, but by a ſupzriour Paſtor ; and 
ſurely Presbyters, though ſoveraign Abbots, are not ſupe- 
riour Paſtors to Biſhops, nor to Presbyters neither. 

And yet the Church of England does not deny, but that 
in caſe of neceility, the Ordinations of Presbyters may be 
valid ; and upon this Principle juſtifies the Presbyterian 
* Orders: of Foreign Churches, while: ſuch unavoidable nc- 
ceſfity laſts, as I have alſo donear large in the Vindication, 
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to which this Author ſo often refers. But the caſe of Schiſm 
is a different thing, and I believe our Author himfelf,though 
he grants a Power to the Pope to entruſt Presbyters with 
the Power of conferring Orders, will not ſay, that Schiſma» 
tical Presbyters may take this Power, or that their Ordina- 
tions are valid, if they do, And this is the caſe between us 
and our Diſſenters, they Ordain in a Schiſm; and though 
neceſſity may make an irregular Act valid, yet Schiſm will 
not: And I would deſire to know what reaſon it is for 
which they Null the Proteſtant Reformed Miniſtry ; which, 
he fays, is ſo much leſs ſevere. than the Principles of the 
Church of Englaud. The artifice of all this is viſible enough, 
to heighten and inflame the difference at this time between 
the Church of England and Diſlenters, but in vain is the Snare 
laid in the fight of any Bird. | 

But that the Reader may better underſtand the Myſte- 
ry of all this, I ſhall briefly ſhew, why the Church of Rome 


1s ſo favourable to that Opinion, that Biſhops and Presby- 


ters areof the ſame Order, and differ onely in degree : why 
they allow the Ordinations of Abbots Soveraign, who are but 
Presbyters, to be both valid and regular ; that they are ex- 
099: er the FuriſdiGion of the Dioceſan,and have in them- 
ſelves Epiſcopal Authority, whereby they can Ordain, Corref, 
Supend, Excommunicate, and Abſolve ; nay, exerciſe this 
Juriſdiction over Biſhops themſelves, as this Author tells us 
of the Abbot of Hy : Which will ſhew, how far we are from 
agreeing with the Church of Rome about Epiſcopal Power. 
The plain Account of which in ſhort is this : That they 
diſtinguiſh their Orders in the Church of Rome, with rela- 
tion to the Sacrament of the Euchariſt : and ſince the Do» 
Arine of Tranſubſtantiation preveiled, which is ſuch a won= 
derful Myſtery, for a Prieſt to Tranſubſtantiate the Ele- 
ments into the Natural Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt ; this is 
looked upon as the higheſt Af of Power in the Chriſtian 
Church , and therefore that muſi be the higheſt _ 
whic 
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which has the higheſt Power : and ſince a meer Prieſt has 
this power of Conſecration, which is as high an-A&, as any 
Biſhop can do: therefore they conclude, that Epiſcopacy 1s 
not an higher Order than the Prieſthood, but differs only in 
Degrees with reſpe& to the power of Juriſdiction. 

And the competition between Popes and Biſhops, to ſerve 
their ſeveral Intereſts, did mightily incline them to favour 


- this Opinion, The Papal Monarchy could never arrive at 


its utmoſt greatneſs, without deprefling and leſſening the 
Authority of Biſhops ; and therefore aſpiring Popes grant- 
ted Exemptions, Diſpenſations and D—_ to Presby- 
ters ;- that there was no part of the Epifcopal Office, bur 
what a Presbyter might do by Papal Delegations, which 
made Presbyters equal to Biſhops, but advanced the Pope 
vaſtly above them. © 

When by theſe Arts, which were often complained of, 
the Pope's Power grew boundleſs, and infinite, and it was 
thought neceſſary to bring it lower; it could not be done 
without calling in the aſſiſtance of Presbyters, and allowing 
them to Vote in the Council : For the majority of Biſhops 
wereengaged by Intereſt and Dependance, to maintain the 
Papal Greatneſs; and therefore if theſe mattcrs muſt have 
been determined by the major Votes of Biſhops, there could 
be no remedy againſt the Papal Ufurpations. For which 
reaſon, in the Council of Baſil, thoſe Biſhops who were de- 
voted to the Intereſt of the Pope, and knew they were able 
to ſecure the Cauſe, if none but Biſhops might Vote, inſiſt 
ed on this, That according to the Preſidents of former 
Councils, all matters might be determined only by the Votes 
of Biſhops ; and now the equality of Order between Biſhops 
and Presbyters, was trumpt up to ſerve another turn, to 
prove their right to Vote 1n Councils, to afliſt thoſe Biſhops 


' who groaned under Papal Uſurpations, in ſome meaſure to 
_ caſt offthat Yoke, and vindicate their own Liberties. 


Tothis original the equality of Order between a _ 
and 
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and Presbyter, is chiefly owing in the Church of Rome ; from 
this Authority the Abbots Soveraign derive their Power, 
which is a ſubverſion of the Supream Authority of Biſhops, 
has no preſident, and would never have been allowed in the 
Primitive Church ; and therefore as for the Diſpute about 
the Abbot of Zy, what the matter of fa& is ( which thoſe 
learned men. whom he aſlaults, I doubt not, are able to de- 
fend, were there a juſt occaſion for it) is nothing to our pur- 
poſe: If it were as he ſays, it isan intolerable encroachment 
upon the Epiſcopal Authority, and void in it ſelf. 

We whodeny Tranſubſtantiation,and diſown any ſuch Au- 
thority in the Pope, to delegate the Epiſcopal Power to 
meer Presbyters, do nor, I ſuppoſe, very exaGtly agree with 
the Church of Rome in this matter, 

2. Much at the ſame rate we agree in aſſerting the diffe- 
rence between a Biſhop and Prezbyter, to be of an immediate 
divine Right: This indeed we do cornitantly affirm, that 
the Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy is by immediate divine Right ; 
but is this the currant Doctrine in the Church of Rome ? 
That he knew was falſe, and therefore had no ſooner faid it, 
but he unſays it again : For fays he, © It's true, that thoſe 
« who are for the divine Right of the Suprcam Juriſdiction 
&« of the Pope, over the whole Catholick Church viſible; do 
« hold the divine Right to be but mediate (mediante Papa) 
« but the Followers of the Councils of Conſtance and Bajil, 
« are againſt the Supream uncontroulable Power of the 
« Pope, and for the immediatedivine Right of Epiſcopacy. 
« Andit's notorious from the Debates in the Council of Trext, 
« that the French, Spaniſh, and many other Roman Catholicks 
« ſtuck to their immediate Divine Right too, and the great 
« reaſon why oppoſition was made in the Court of Rome, a- 
« gainſt the immediate divine Right of Biſhops, was an O- 
« pinion that the Supremacy of the Pope could not be ſecu- 
« red on the granting, it. . But Dr. Sherlock has found out a 
* Notion, which will be of great uſe to them ; for the di- 
« vine 
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« vine Right of a Primacy is a great ſtep to the Supremacy ; 
* and this the Doctor doth eſtabliſh conſiſtently enough 
* with the divine Right of Biſhops. 
As for my own Notion, [ have ſufficiently vindicated that 
already, from doing any Service to the Pope's Supremacy, 
and fee no occaſion to add any thing more here : But I 
wonder he ſhould pitch upon this inſtance of the divine 
Right of Epiſcopacy, to ſhew the Agreement between the 
two Churches, when he himſelf is forced to acknowledge 
what fierce Debates there were in the Council of 7rext about 
this matter : He fays indeed, and that very truly, that the 
French and Spaniſh Biſhops in the Council, did diſpute very 
vehemently tor the divine Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy, and he 
knows what a prevailing oppoſition was made againlt it : 
The Pope ſent expreſs Orders to the Legates, that whatever 
they did, they ſhould not ſuffer that to paſs; Laynez the Je- 
ſuit was appointed by the Legates, and Papalins, to make an 
elaborate LeQure againſt it. Wherein he aſſerts, that Chriſt 
built his Church upon Peter, whoſe Name fignifies a Stone Tan 
in the Zebrew and Syriack, and therefore according to the Cn : 
moſt Catholick Expoſition, Peter himſelf is that Rock Trent, 8. 7. 
whereon Chriſt built his Church, that the Keys of the King- **57*: ©* 
dom of Heaven were given to Peter only, and by conſe- 
quence, Power to bring in, and to ſhut out, which is Jurif- 
diction : So that the whole Juriſdiction of the Church is 
committed to Peter only, and his Succeſlors. And if the 
Biſhops had received any Juriſdiftion from Chriſt, it would 
be equal in all, and no difference between Patriarchs, Arch- 
biſhops, and Biſhops ; neither could the Pope meddle with 
that Authority, todiminiſh or take it all away, as he cannot 
do in the Power of Order, which is from God. That to 
make the Inſtirution of Biſhops, de jure divino, takes away 
the Hierarchy, and introduces an Oligarchy, or rather an 
Anarchy. That according to the Order inſtituted by Chriſt, 
| the Apoſtles were ordained Biſhops, not by Chriſt, but -4 
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St. Peter, receiving Juriſdiction from him only, or if they 
were ordained by Chriſt, Chriſt only prevented St. Peter's 
Office tor that one time. That the Biſhops are Ordinaries, 
becauſe by the Pope's Law, they are made a Dignity of 
perpetual Succeſſion in the Church. That Councils them- 
ſclves had no Authority but trom the Pope ; for if every 
particular Biſhop in Council may Err, it cannot be denyed, 
that they may all Err together, and it the Authority of the 
Council, proceeded from the Authority of Biſhovs, it could 
never be called General ;. becauſe the number of the Atii- 
ſtants 1s always incomparabiy4efs than that of the Abſent, 
With much more to this purpoſe, which is all full and home 
to the point, which as the Biſhop of Parss obſerved in his 
Cenſure of it, makes but one Bijhop inſtituted by Chriſt, 
and the others not to have any Authority but dependant 
from him, which is as much as to ſay, that there is but one 
Biſhop, and the others are his Vicars, to be removed at his 
pleaſure. 

Whatever Oppoſition was made againſt this in the Coun- 
cil of Trent, it could never prevail : The Popes Supremacy 
was advanced in that Council to its greateſt height and 
elory, but the Divine Inſtitution of Epiſcopacy was dropt, 
though the whole Council was fatisfied that the Divine 
Right of Supremacy, and the Divine Inſtitution of Epiſco- 
pacy were inconſiſtent : For this reaſon, the Pope and Le- 
gates, and 7alzany Biſhops oppoſed the Divine Inſtitution of 
the Epiſcopacy, and for the ſame reaſon the other Party fo 
vehemently contended for it ; and then I will leave any man 
ro judge, which of theſe two Opinions muſt paſs for the 
Sence of the Council and Church of Rome : We wiſh with 
all our Hearts, the Church of Rome did agree with us in the 
Divine Inftitution of Epiſcopacy, which was the Sence of 
the Primitive Church ; but unleſs all Parties in the Council 
of Trent were very much miſtaken, the Supremacy of the 


Pope, as it is Taught by that Council, does utterly over- 
throw 
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| throw the Divine Inſtitution of Biſhops, and make them on- 
ly the Pope's Creatures and Dependants. F 
© 3« As for his third Head of Agreement about the Hierar- 
| chy, which is made up of Archbiſhops, Biſhops, Deans, Pre- 
| bends, Canons, Arch-Deacons, Chancellors, Officials, Prieſts, 
Deacons, &c. This is only an Eccleſiaſtical Body of humane 
Inſtitution, for the good Government and Diſcipline of ſuch 
combined Churches ; and alterable again, as the neceſſities 
of the Church requires: and yet there is an Eſſential Diffe- 
rence between ſuch Proteſtant National Combinations of 
Churches, and the Popiſh Hierarchy ; The firſt is Indepen- 
| dent on any Forreign Powers, is perfe& and entire in it ſelf; 
| The ſecond has an Oecumenic Paſtor for it's Head, and de- 
BY. rives its Power and Authority from him ; and this is enough 
| to be faid about our Agreement in the Miniſtry. 


II. The Ceremonies, or External Worſhip. 


His is the next inſtance of Agreement between the 4g,4y. p.47; 
Church of England and the Church of Rome; and 
any man, who conſiders the matter, muſt needs be very 
much ſurprized at it. For if the two Churches were fo ve- 
ry well agreed about Ceremonies, it is very ſtrange that 
the Church of Ezg/and, from the beginning of the Refor- 
mation, to this day, has reje&ted ſuch a vaſt number of Ce- 
remonies, as were then, and {till are, in uſe in the Church'of 
Rome, And for my part, .it- is my defire and prayer, that 
they may always agree ſo, while the Church of Rome main- 
tains and practiſes fuch a corrupt Worſhip. | 
To make this ont, he ſays, Our firſt Reformers oppoſed 
the Ceremonies of the Church of Rome, upon the ſame Prin- 
ciples that our Diſſenters now oppoſe the Ceremonies of 
the Church of Exg/and, viz. by this Argument : | 
All Uninſtituted Worſhip i Falſe, Superſtitious, and 1do- 
latrous Worſhip. 
But the Romiſh GCeremonious Worſhip,is Uninſtituted, _ 
P . Alb 
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"And if our Author -can ſhew me any ſuch Argument ur- 
ged by our firſt Reformers againſt Ceremonies, that are 
tneerly for Decency, and Order, andexternal Solemnity of 
Worſhip, Twill grant, be fo mM, and did much 
eremonies. But if he cannot 
Fhew this, as 1 am ſure he can't, then the Reader knows 

what to judge of him-and his Argument too. 

As for the Controverſie between the Church of Zngland 
andDiffenters, about the uſe of Ceremonies in Religion, it 
is nothing to our preſent Diſpute ; and though our Author 
has a mind to revive thefe Diſputes among us, he ſhall not 
draw me into it : Tt & fuffigent we diſpute againſt them, 
and againſt the Church of Rowe, upon very ditterent Prin- 
{iples. Againſt them we defend the lawful uſe of indiffe- 
Tent Rites and Ceremonies in Religious Worſhip, though 
there be no-expreſs command for it in the Word of God, if 
they ſerve the ends of Order and Decency, which are ex- 
preſly commanded. Againſt the Romaniſts we never ob- 


3eR, that their Ceremonies have no DivineInſtitution, that 


they are not commanded, but either that they are forbid, 
or that they are ſo numerous, that they are very burden- 
Jon, -or that they are abuſed to ſuperſtitious purpoſes, or 
that the fignification of them is ſo dark and obſcure, that 
they are of no uſe in Religion. Which is beſt expreſkd in 
the words of our Church, Concerning Ceremonies, why ſome 
be aboliſhed, and ſome retained, 

"Of ſuch Ceremonies as be uſed in the Church, and have had 
their beginning by the Inſtitution of man : ( and therefore our 
Church, ( from the beginning, never quarrel'd with Ce» 
Temonies, becauſe they had not a Divine Inſtitution ) Some 
at firſt were of godly intent and purpoſe deviſed, and yet at 
Jength turned to vanity and ſuperſtition -: {ome entred into 
the Church by undiſcreet Devotion, and ſuch a zeal as was 
avitheut knowledge ; and for becauſe they were winked at in the 
Beginning, they grew daily to more and more abuſes, which, not 


for their wnprofitablene(s, but becauſe they have much 
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Blinded the People, and obſcured the glory of God, are worthy 
to becut away, and clean rejetted : other there be, which ab 
though they have been deviſed by man, yet it is thought good 
to reſerve them ſtill, as well for decent Order in the Church, 
( for the which they were firſt deviſed') as becauſe they per- 
tain to Edification ; whereunto all things done in the Church, 
( as the Apoſtle teacbeth) ought to be referred. Withi a 
great deal more to the ſame purpoſe, which. every body 
may ſee, who will turn to the beginning of his Common- 
Prayer- Bock. BS 

And yet I deny not, but our firſt Reformers might, as 
we do at this day, condema all Ynin/tituted Worſhip, and 
condemn ſeveral practices of the Church of Rome under 
that Notion; ſuch as. Invocation of Saints, and-Worſhip of 
Images, &c. but ſhe never took her Ceremonies to. be any 
ads or parts of Worſhip, but only ſome AdjunCtts and ex- 
ternal Circumſtances, for the decent and orderly performs 
ance.of Religious Worſhip. And to ſay, as this Author does, 
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that the Diſſenters did at laſt prove, to the convitlion of the terum-p.go 


Church of England Clergy, that the comtroverted Ceremonies 
were parts of external Worſhip; and that we were forced to 
fall in, with the Roman Catholick in denying that Vninſtituted 
Worſtup u falſe, ſuperſtitious, and idolatrous : to ſpeak ſoftly 
is not true..: The Diſſenters themſelves never thought that 
external Circumſtances were parts of Worſhip, but endes- 
voured to prove our Ceremonies were. not meer Gircum- 
ſtances of Worſhip, but Sacraments ; but I never heard of 
any Divine of the Church of Exg/and.. that atlowed them-to 
be ſo, or that thought they had proved it. 44 

What the ſence of the preſent Clergy is, may be learned, 
as from a great many other. excelleat Books, fo eſpecially 
from The Caſe of indifferent Things and The Chuxch of Enge, 


$20 Syumbolizing with the Church of } 
the ColleQion of Caſes, lately, writtea:far the ſatisfaction bf 
Diſſenters, when'the Gavernment thought fit. ſor. other.nea- 
ſons, to require a vigorous execution of thoſe Laws _ 

them, 
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of Rome. Whichiare un 
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them, which had lain Dormant for ſome time : To ſhew 
the World at that time, what perſecuting Spirits they were 
of, they uſed their utmoſt diligence, both by private Con- 
ferences, and publick Writings, managed with all the ſoft- 
neſs and tenderneſs that any Diſpute is capable of, to fatisfie 
their Scruples, and thereby to prevent their Sufferings, 
which could be prevented no other way ; and let our Au- 
thor try his skill, if he pleaſes, to find out in thoſe caſes, ſuch 
an Agreement, as he pretends, between the Church of Eng- 
laxd, and the Church of Rome, which I believe he may as 
ſoon do, as find out that perſecuting Spirit in them, he fo 
much talks of, unleſs good Arguments and foft Words, may 
paſs for a Perſecution. 

But Dr. Cove! he ſays, calls Ceremonies the external At 
of Religion : 1 grant he does fo, and I think it a very looſe 
definition of a Ceremony : But then we muſt conſider, 
that he plainly enough tells us, what kind of Ads of Reli- 
gion our Ceremonies are, that they are ozly to make the Af 

Covel's mode off Devotion to be more ſolemn, and that Solemnity is in ſome 
Exanization, meaſure a neceſſary adjunit to all publick Service. And if So- 
c 6. P-55 Jemnity be but an Adjun&, and Ceremonies but for Solem- 
nity, they cannot be in a ſtri& Notion Ads of Religion, but 
Adjun&ts of publick Worſhip. And-as he calls them, The 
Hedges of Devotion, and thi not the principal Points, yet as 
ſome of the Fathers call them, the ſecond intention of the Law, 
zntermediate means not to be deſpiſed, of a better and more re- 
ligious Service. Which plainly enough ſhews what diſtin- 
&ion he made between Ceremonics ſtrictly ſo called; and 
AQ@sof Worſhip. EE Ys 
' And therefore he tells us, that there are Three As of 
Religion : 1. The Internal, which is the willing defire, to 
give unto God his due Worſhip and Honour. 2. The Exter- 
tbid. p. 56- wal Anſwering to this, which i no otherwiſe good or.commet$ 
dable,' than that it vertuouſly ſerveth to this end: ' 3. The 
commanded Af, that is the At of every Vertue ordained by 
Religion to God's Honour, The Second, which is the _ 
| terna 
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fome Proteſtant Principles, &c. 
ternal A, and includes the whole External Worſhip, he 


calls Ceremonies, not as Ceremony now ſignifies among us, . 


the External Decencies and Solemnities of Worſhip, but as 
2 was anciently uſed to ſignifie all External Worſhip. - And 
therefore he afterwards diſtinguiſhes between theſe Ceremo- 
nies. That, 1. Some were for Juſtification, ſuch as the Law 
commanded.------in place whereof afterwards, ſucceeded thoſe 
that were for Ornament, and to fignifie ſuch Vertues as were 


FIE 


requiſite in thoſe Parties, that rightly uſed them. Theſe are p, gs. 


thoſe Ceremonies, which before he told us, were only Ex- 
ternal Solemnities, and in ſome meaſure neceſſary Adjun&s 
of Worſhip, whichare the only Ceremonies in diſpute among 
us,and the Diſſenters, which he calls AdjunQs and Solemnt- 


ties as we do. He adds, 3.'Some are Parts of the Immediate 
Worſhip, as Sacrifice, Prayer, Adoration, and ſuch like ; fome 


only diſpoſe, as Faſting, Auſtere Living ; ſome are only Inſtru- 
ments, as Churches, Altars, Chalices, and all thoſe which reli- 
olemn, and that Solemnity more Holy. | So that though he 
calls the whole External Worſhip, and every thing, that 
belongs to it, Ceremonies, and As of Religjon, as having 
ſome relation to. religious Actions, yet he expreſly, diſtin: 
guiſhes «between the Parts of. Worſhip ; and-the. External 
Adjunts and Inſtruments. of it, and therefore. does not 
call our Ceremonies As of Worſhip, as that ſignifies a part 
of God's. [Immediate Worſhip, but in a more lax ſence, to 
include all External AdjunCts and Solemaities of Worſhip. 
-, And therefore the Church of England never had any.oc- 
caſion to juſtifie her Worſhip..by ſuch diſtin&ions-as the 


gooſl being ſeparated, ſerve only to make the Worſhip more 


Church of Rome has invented of Primary ard. Secondary, Agreem p. 48; 


Eſſential and Accidental, Proper and Improper, Worſhip, 
whereby they endeavour to juſtifie that Worſhip ,. they 
pay to Saints and Angels, and Images ;; which we haveng 


uſe of, becauſe we Worſhip none but God. And.our Au- 


thor is a very pleaſant Man, who. would juſtifie the War- 
ſhip of Images, under the Notion of Ceremonies : wely 
tne 
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the Church of England: is not agreed with them here too; 
for we know no tuch Ceremonies as are the ObjeQs of Wor- 
 ſhip,and that an Image is in the Church of Rowe ; we uſe ſome- 
indifferent and ſignificant Ceremonies in the Worſhip of. 
God, but we do not Worſhip our Ceremonies. 


HI. The Agreement about Image= Worſhip. 


His will be Anſwered in a few Words. He forms his. 
Argument from a Paſlage in-the Anſwer to Papiſts, 
proteſting-againſt Proteſtant Popery ; and from another in. 
the Diſcourſe againſt Tranſubſtantiation, p: 2 1. and from 
the Ceremony of Kneeling at the receiving the Lord's Sup- 
per. The Anſwerer ſays, that zo pay the External As 4 
Atbration, to, or before, or in Preſence of a Repreſentative Ob» 
fett of Worſhip, as Repreſenting is the very ſame thing. In 
the: Diſcourſe againſt Tranſubſtantiation, it is- obſerved, 
"That the Dofrine of the Corporal Preſence of Chriff, wa 
ſtarted upon occafion of the Diſpute about the Worſhip of 'Imas« 
ges; mm oppoſition whereto the Synod of Conſtantinople, about 
the Tear of Chriff, 750. did argae thus : That our Lord ha- 
wing left us no other Image of Himſelf, but the Sacrament in 
: -which the Subſtance of the Bread is the Image of his Body ; we 
.onght to make no other Image of our Lord. Tn Anſwer to this 
Argnment, the ſecond Council of Nice, ix the Tear 787. did 
Declare, That the Sacrament after Conſecration is not the 
Lmage and Antitype of Chriff's Body and Blood, but is pro» 
an his Body and Blood. And then the Church of Eng- 
and has enjogued Bowing or Kneeling at the Reception of the 
Lord's 0 , for a Signification of our humble and grateful 
Athnowledgments of the Benefits of Chrift therein given to all 
worthy Receivers; and for avoiding ſuch Prophanation and 
Dyforder in the Holy Communion, as might otherwiſe c1;ſue. 
* © From: theſe Premiſes our Author thus Argues : So that 
Kneeling is Expreſſfve of the Imward Reverence of it: Heart 
8 ChriZf and'fo is an Att of Religious Atoration ; the 
Ancets 


ſome Proteſtant Principles, &c. 


Kneeling then before the Sacramental Signs, is the ſame with 
Kneeling to them; Bowing before them, is the ſame with 


Bowing toithem; .a Wor ſhipping .before them, the fame with 


giving a Religious Worſhip tothem. Which ſufficiently ſhews, 

that in one great Inſtance the Church of England.retains the 

fame kind of Image-Worſhip with the Roman-Catholicks ; 
.and ſo far arewe agreed with them. 

In very good time ! Bat there-is-one thing yet, remains 

to be proved, which he has conveniently dropt : And that 


15, That the Church of Eng/and owns the Sacramental Bread. 
' to be the Image of Chriſt, and the Repreſentative Objett 
of Worſhip : This he knew, he could not/prove, and there- . 
fore fays nothing of it, for it does not follow, that, becauſe 


:the Council of Conſtantinople affirmed, that the Sacramental 


:Bread is the [Image of Chrift's Body ; therefore the :Charch - 
.of England teaches fo: I am ſure, that Author fays no fuch 


thing, and if we ſhould allow it in ſome Senſe to bethe 1- 


mage, as that ſignifies the Sacramental Figure of Chriſt's . 


Body ; Does it hence follow, that-it is the Repreſentative 


Obje& of Worſhip 2 And thus his 7o, and -Zefore, and-zs - 


Preſence 1s all loſt ; becauſe the Bread according to the Do- 


-Qrine of the Church of England is no Repreſentative Ob» 


je& of Worſhip, and theretore we neither Bow To, nor/be--. 


:fore, nor-## Preſence of the Bread, as a Repreſentative Ob- 


jet; and therefore the Anſwer that Author gave, that we - 


-do not Kneel to the Sacrament,.but receive it Kneeling, isa 
'very good Anſwer ſtill. | 
Thus 1 have conſidered all his Pretences of Agree- 


ment, between the: Church of England, and the 'Church - 


-of Rome, which they are as unfortunate -ar, as -they -are 
.at Repreſenting : And methinks it Argues ſome diſtruſt 
-of their Cauſe, that they dare not down-right-defend.it, 


:but are forced either to repreſent it away almoſt into:Proe . 
'teſtant Hereſfie, or to ſhelter themſelves in their Agree- | 
.ment with a Proteſtant.Church ; but the better way-s-'to - 


Fg 


:turn Proteſtants themſelves, and then we will own Jour - 


Agreement with-them.. THE E N-D. 
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